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CURRENT TOPICS, 


WE print elsewhere a letter stating items in a bill sent in by 
patent agents to their —_ er which certainly appear to call 
for investigation. It will be seen from our correspondent’s 
statements that the patent agents charge for ‘‘ drawing, revising, 
and settling draft case for counsel, and attending counsel at his 
chambers discussing case,” and for “ writing supplementary 
case with reference to questions raised with counsel’; and that 
their bill also contains the item, ‘‘ Paid counsel’s fees £ ai 
Our ee further states that the case submitted to 
counsel, and on which counsel gave an opinion, was indorsed 
with the patent agents’ name and address only, and that no 
solicitor was concerned in any way in the matter. There may, 
of course, be some explanation, unknown to our correspondent, 
forthcoming, but it is very desirable, in the interest of the pro- 
fession, that the extent to which the practice referred to by our 
correspondent prevails, and generally that the modes in which 
patent agents trench on the functions of solicitors should be con- 
sidered. Two years ago these enterprising persons promoted 
Bills intended to secure to themselves a practical monopoly in 
their own special department. They ought, in fairness, to have 
some respect for the monopoly of solicitors. 





Tue Lorp Cxrer Jusrice is evidently resolved to obtain an 
increase of judges of the Queen’s Bench Division. He took 
occasion to recur to the subject in his speech at the banquet of 
the Association of Chambers of Commerce on Wednesday last, 
remarking that if there were still some delay in the administra- 
tion of justice, “a little more liberality on the part of the 
Treasury in adding a jndse or two to the bench would remove 
any reasonable ground of complaint.” What seems now to be 
required to obtain this addition to the bench is a little pressure 
on the part of the legal profession and the mercantile classes. 
A deputation from them to the Lord Chancellor would probabl 

help considerably towards the result desired. We are glad 
to observe that the Lord Ohief Justice also referred to the 
manner in which solicitors have supported the new Oom- 
mercial Court. He said that, although the present system 
of remuneration of solicitors in litigious business was really 
@ premium upon dilatoriness and “formularity,” yet ‘‘in the 
division of the High Oourt with which he was connected 
an effort had been made to meet the just claims of the com- 
mercial community for a rapid settlement of their disputes, 
and it was to the honour of the solicitors that, altho the 
short and diréct courses which the court had endeavoured to 
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' for the party, but excluded a solicitor retained as an advocate 


_ section it was not clear whether “the solicitor acting generally ” 


‘Q. B. 440) the Divisional Court (Cavz and Coxiins, JJ.) held 


_be retained by the client. This result has been productive of 
‘court case that comes to his office. Matters of this kind 
‘properly fall within the duties of a clerk who is himself a 


“should not be thus extended. In practice the right has long 
been exercised, and we are glad that the Council intend to 


.withstanding anything in the County Courts Act, 1888, or any 


‘permanent and exclusive employment of a solicitor acting 
‘generally in the action or matter, and who is instructed by him 


advocate by a solicitor acting generally in the action or matter 
o appear and address the court.” This, of course, is a very 
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loyally given their support to the effort to make the settlement 
of commercial disputes rapid and easy.”” We believe that 
solicitors will always be found willing to assist in any scheme 
for facilitating and rendering more rapid the progress of legal 
business. They are fully aware that numerous rapid transac- 
tions pay better than few long-drawn-out transactions. 





Tue Covncrt of the Incorporated Law Society have prepared 
a Bill dealing with the right of audience of solicitors in county 
courts. At present the matter is in a very unsatisfactory state. 
The County Courts Act, 1852, by section 10 conferred the right 
of audience on the solicitor ‘‘ acting generally in the action” 


by such first-mentioned solicitor. The effect of the exclusion 
is clear. The solicitor acting generally for the party in the 
action must either appear himself or must employ counsel. He 
cannot employ another solicitor. But on the words of the 


who can appear in the county court must be the solicitor 
directly retained by the client, or whether he may be a clerk 
who is a solicitor and has the actual conduct of the matter. 
In Ex parte Rogers (L. R. 3 O. P. 490) it was held that clerks 
were excluded, and it was apparently for the purpose of getting 
rid of this decision that section 72 of the Act of 1888, which 
replaced the previous enactment, was made to contain the 
additional words, “the right of a solicitor to address the 
court shall not be excluded by reason only that he isin the 
—— and exclusive employment of any other solicitor.” 

nless these words were intended to give to solicitors’ clerks 
the right of audience in cases entrusted to their management, 
it is difficult to see what effect they could have; but unfor- 
tunately they were introduced into the section in a very clumsy 
manner, and in Reg. v. Judge Snagge (42 W. R. 603; 1894, 2 


that they did not alter the requirement of the earlier words, 
and that, according to the decision in Hx parte Rogers, a 
solicitor, in order to have the right of audience, must himself 

at inconvenience. It is a serious hindrance to a solicitor’s 
usiness if he is bound to attend personally to every county 


solicitor, and there is no reason why the right of audience 


secure for it legal recognition. The Bill proposes that, ‘‘ not- 
other Act, it shall be lawful for any solicitor who is in the 


to appear in the action or matter, to appear and address the 
court.” 





Tue prarr County Courts (Right of Audience) Bill further 
proposes that ‘‘it shall be lawful for any solicitor retained as an 


different matter from appearance by a clerk, and the proposal 
will doubtless meet with opposition on the part of the bar. In 
our view the advantages to solicitors and to the public outweigh 
any disadvantage which may result to counsel who practice in 
county courts. Some such disadvantage there will doubtless 
‘be. The Bill, if it becomes law, will tend to create a class of 
solicitor advocates, and to a certain extent these will compete 
with counsel. But while this may be one effect, the immediate 
object of the Bill is to provide for cases where the services of 
counsel are not available, either from the matter not being of 
sufficient importance to warrant their employment, or from the 
county court being situate in too remote a district. Under 
such circumstances the interests alike of the client and of his 
solicitor require that the solicitor should be able to employ some 
other solicitor who can be relied upon to attend the court. At 
present this result has to be attained by arranging that the 
elient shall give a direct retainer to the solicitor who is to 


‘ —<—<—== 
solicitor to be able himself to instruct another as necessity 
arises. 





Ir woutp be a matter of great difficulty to frame a measure 
which would effectually prevent the publication of indecent 
evidence without at the same time seriously infringing upon 
the principle which has almost become a part of our constity. 
tion, that justice shall be administered in open court. The 
Lord Chancellor’s Bill ‘to authorize the court to prohibit the 
publication of indecent evidence” clearly does not infringe that 
principle: the serious question is whether, if passed, it would 
effect the desired object. In the first place, the only person 
who would be “authorized to prohibit ” is a judge of the High 
Court. Now, the majority of cases in which the evidence is go 
indecent that its publication might be considered to be prejudi- 
cial to public morality are criminal cases. In such cases there 
is a preliminary inquiry before a magistrate, at which the more 
important evidence is given in considerable detail: its publica. 
tion could not be prohibited under the Bill. If the accused ig 
committed, he takes his trial, it may be, before a recorder or 
before a court of quarter sessions: in neither case can the pre- 
siding judge make a prohibiting order under the Bill. It 
would be interesting to learn what proportion the criminal 
cases tried before a judge of the High Court in the course of a 
year bear to the total number of such cases disposed of by all 
the courts within the same period; probably it would not 
amount to one per cent. But even in the limited number of 
cases to which the Bill applies, will it be effective? It provides 
that in proper cases ‘‘the judge may order that such of the 
evidence as is specified in the order shall not be published.” 
This language does not admit of an order being made in antici- 
pation of the evidence. The evidence must be given, con- 
sidered, and held to be so indecent as to give him jurisdiction 
to make the order, before the order “specifying” the evidence 
can be made. This is not an instantaneous process, and the 
modern newspaper reporter is nota sluggard. Would he wait 
to hear whether the publication of the evidence which his 
editor desires to publish in order to increase the circulation of 
his paper is to be prohibited or not? Surely not. To make 
the Bill effectual it would seem that the judge must keep up a 
continuous flow of prohibiting orders; each item of indecent 
evidence must be immediately followed by an order specifying 
it. This really seems to be a reductio ad absurdum of the system 
of the Bill. The judge could not with dignity enter into a trial 
of speed with the reporter ; and unless the order specifying the 
evidence were made and brought to the knowledge of, or ought 
to have been known to, the publisher or his servants before the 
publication of the evidence, not even the judge who made the 
order could venture to visit its infringement with the usual 
penalties for contempt of court. It really seems that the Bill 
(which practically consists of one simple clause) cannot be con- 
sidered as affording even a partial remedy for the evil alleged 
to exist—which, by the way, we think has been considerably 
exaggerated. The Bill would in practice be a mere drutum 
fulmen. 





We nore the suggestion, as an alternative remedy to the 
Lord Chancellor’s Bill, that the powers of judges to hear cases 
in camerd should be enlarged, will not be entertained. The 
obvious objection to this proposal is that it is contrary to the 
idea of the public administration of justice which obtains in this 
country. The power of hearing cases in camerd which already 
exists, although of uncertain extent and indefinite, appears to 
be sufficient for practical purposes. The practice of the Divorce 
Court is that matrimonial causes are heard in open court, with 
the exception of nullity cases founded on certain grounds ani 
divorce cases in which certain offences are alleged. As regards 
these nullity cases, the power of the court to hear in camerd is 
derived from section 22 of the Matrimonial Oauses Act, 1857, 
which continues the practice of the ecclesiastical courts in cases 
other than dissolution : see also 4, v. A. (23 W. R. 386, L. B. 
3 P. & M. 230. As regards suits for dissolution, the power of 
the court to hear in private even the cases referred to is doubtful 
on Barnett v. Barnett, 29L. J. P. & M. 28; C. v. C., L. Bt 





eppear, but it will be much more convenient for the original 


. & M. 640), but the practice is as already stated. In other 
cases proceédings in the Divorce Court take place in open court, 
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notwithstanding that all parties desire a hearing in camerd. As 
to the other divisions of the High Court, Jzssex, M.R., in 
Nagle-Gillman vy. Christopher (4 Oh. D. 178), expressed the 
opinion that the High Oourt “had no power to hear cases 
in private even with the consent of the parties, except 
cases affecting lunatics or wards of court, or where a 
public trial would defeat the object of the action, as was 
suggested in Andrew v. Raeburn (L. R. 9 Ch. 522), or those cases 
in which the practice of the old Ecclesiastical Courts in this 
respect is continued.” To the case mentioned by the learned 
judge there may now be added Badische, &c., v. Levinstein (24 
Oh. D. 156) and Mellor v. Thompson (81 Oh. D. 55), in which 
cases the reason for hearing in private was to prevent the dis- 
closure of a secret process or of confidential communications. 
There is, however, a case in which the rule laid down by JzsszL, 
M.R., seems to have been departed from, although the case of 
Nagle- Gillman v. Christopher was brought to the notice of the 
court. This is the case of Malan v. Young (6 Times L. R. 38), 
an action for libel by an assistant master against the headmaster 
of a well-known public school, in which evidence seriously 
affecting third parties was intended or expected to be given; 
and an application for a hearing in camerd was made on that 
ground, with the consent of all parties. Dxnman, J., ms to 
have felt some doubt as to his power to accede to the application, 
but, after consultation with other learned judges, he made the 
order, and the case was heard in camerd. This decision seems 
to be distinctly outside the powers of the court as limited by 
Jzsszet, M.R. It has not, so far as we are aware, been judicially 
considered since it was given (in 1889), and it would be unsafe 
to assume, upon the authority of this case only, that the court 
has an unlimited power to hear in camerd. Where such a power 
has been properly exercised, and a case has been heard in 
private, it is contempt of court to give public information of 
what passed at the hearing: Re Martindale (1894, 3 Ch. 193). 





THE DEBATE in the House of Lords on the second reading of 
the Companies Bill did not do very much to advance the general 
discussion of the measure. Earl Dupizy, who has the Bill in 
charge, vaguely alleged that many companies are unfortunate 
and some are fraudulent, but he does not seem to have 
furnished any definite statement of the evils which the measure 
is intended to remove. Probably this accounts somewhat for 
the tone of Lord Hzrscuzr1, who followed him, and gave a 
very half-hearted support to the Bill. The true remedy, 
according to the ex-Lord Chancellor, is to persuade the British 
public that they cannot get a high rate of interest without 
obtaining very doubtful security for their capital. In this way, 
he thinks, a great deal more good is to be done than by any 
amendment of the Companies Acts. Lord Herscueni com- 
mended the provisions of the Bill relating to the formation of 
companies, but was doubtful as to the value of the clauses 
relating to audit, and expressed no decided opinion as to pub- 
lication of balance-sheets. It is useful that these views should 
have been expressed. The country is now committed to the 
carrying on of business by means of companies formed on the 
lines of the Act of 1862, and it is as well to realize that 
most of the drawbacks are incident to the nature of com- 

nies, and are not capable of being dealt with by legis- 

tion. Lord Hxrscuert was quite right in pointing out 
that a balance-sheet can never be absolutely relied on to 
shew the true position of affairs. The auditor is competent 
to deal with figures, but he is not competent to deal with the 
facts—the value, for instance, of mercantile securities such as 
bills—upon which the figures depend for their actual meaning. 
With regard to the publication of balance-sheets, Lord Dupizy 
seems to have thought it sufficient to require this as the price to 
be paid for limited liability. ‘Parliament has allowed the 
liability ef these companies to be limited, and surely it is not 
unreasonable to ask in return that they shall be asked to state 
the assets on which they trade.” We imagine that when the 
Bill comes to be discussed in practical fashion by persons in 
daily contact with company business, a very different tone will 
be adopted. Companies are, after all, only traders, and traders 
do not usually expose the position of their business for the 
benefit of rivals. Persons who are about to give credit to a 





company can ask for the balance-sheet, and in all important 
matters they do this as a thing of course. 





WITH REFERENCE to the proposal of the Companies Bill that 
the prospectus of a company shall state ‘“‘ every material fact 
known to any director or promoter of the a who is a 
party to the issue of the prospectus ”’ (clause 14 (1) ), the remarks 
of Romer, J., on Wednesday, in the case of MU’ Keown v. The 
Boudard Peveril Gear Co. (Inmited) may be usefully considered. 
The company was started to work an improved gear for cycles, 
and the prospectus stated some of the wonders which had been 
done with the new invention. Within a few weeks of each other 
various “‘ record-cutting ”’ Bagge mgr had occurred, indicating, 
so it was said, how much cycling would be changed by the 
advent of the Boudard Peveril gear. Subsequently the pros- 
pectus observed that the records quoted were by no means 
final, and this should have reminded the intending investor, if 
such reminder were necessary, that not only the Boudard Peveril 
gear, but other inventions also, might accomplish more remark- 
able feats still. In fact, such feats had been ‘ormed at the 
date of the issue of the prospectus, The Boudard Peveril 
records had been beaten, though of this the prospectus 
gave no hint. A shareholder, consequently, sought to get 
his contract to take shares rescinded on the ground that all 


the material facts were not set forth in the p tus, but 
Romer, J., rejected his contention as going beyond the require- 
ments of the existing law. It was impossible, he said, in a case in 


which there was no misrepresentation, to.state broadly that a man 
might have rescission because the directors of the company had 
not in the prospectus stated all the material facts, yro and con, 
which might induce a person to apply for shares or prevent him 
from so doing. It was impossible to say that any prospectus 
was misleading because all the material facts were not set forth. 
In some cases a whole volume would have to be set out, and to 
require such a statement would make the issuing of all pros- 
pectuses dangerous. There remarks coming straight out of the 
everyday experience of judicial life are worthy of the attention 
of the piles rat What Romer, J., regards as impossible in 
~—— is exactly what the Board of Trade Bill proposes to do. 
n the case in question the learned jndge did not consider the 
prospectus to be misleading, and the action was dismissed. 





Mr. Du Mavrrer’s popular heroine has been the occasion of 
an important decision on section 10 of the Patents, Designs, and 
Trade-Marks Act, 1888. The section, which enumerates the 
ange aay of which a trade-mark must consist, differs materially 

m the corresponding section (section 64) of the Act of 1883. 
It omits the provision allowing the use of fancy words not in 
common use, and authorizes instead the use of invented w 
and of words having no reference to the character or quality 
the goods, provided they are not geographical names. The effect 
is to allow registration of five distinct :—(@) the name of 
an individual or firm, (+) a copy of the written signature of the 
individual or firm applying for registration, (c) a distinctive 
device or mark, (¢d) an invented word or words, and (¢) a word 
or words having, as just stated, no reference to the character or 
quality of the goods. With regard to (a) there is also the 
requirement that the name must be printed, impressed, or woven 
in geome particular and distinctive manner. In Re Holt’s Trade- 
Mark (ante p. 351) in which the Court of Appeal have reversed 
the decision of Nortu, J., Messrs. Holt had regi “Trilby” 
as a trade-mark for aprons and other articles of feminine attire, 
and the question was whether the name came under any and 
which of these classes of words capable of registration. Norru, J., 
considered, and Kay, L.J., with him, that “Trilby” was 
the name of an individual, and that for registration it must be 
sag impressed, or woven in some distinctive manner. 

ence, as Messrs. Holt’s trade-mark did not fulfil this require- 
ment it was bad. The only way to save the trade-mark was to 
bring the word within classes or (¢). But though an 
invented word, it was not invented by the applicants for registra- 
tion, and this reduced Messrs. Holt’s chance of success to the 





possibility of bringing “‘ Trilby” within (¢). Is then “ Trilby” 
the name of an individual ? o cain et Mande aah al 
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common speech obviously it is. Trilby is one of the best known 
individuals of the day. Butin the Act of 1888 *‘ individual” is 
associated with the prosaic word “firm,” and since it is to be 
"nae cagg that the Legislature contemplated only firms which 

ve areal existence, individuals, to be within class (4), must 
have areal existence too. This leaves the names of fictitious 
individuals free to be included as mere “ words” under class (¢), 
and since ‘‘ Trilby’”’ has no reference to the character or quality 
of an apron, Messrs. Holt’s trade-mark was held by the 
majority of the Court of Appeal to be good, and they retain 
the monopoly of the “‘Trilby” apron. 








RESTRAINT ON ANTICIPATION. 


Tue House of Lords have rectified in Hood Barrs v. Heriot the 
singular error into which the Court of Appeal fell with regard 
to the effect of a restraint on anticipation. The history and the 
theory of the restraint are sufficiently well understood. Equity, 
which invented the separate estate of married women, and 
which ordinarily attached to the separate estate a complete 
power of disposition, permitted the power to be excluded by apt 
words contained in the settlement. The method by which the 
restraint worked was clearly settled in the leading case of 
Tullett v. Armstrong (1 Beav.1, 4 My. & Cr. 377). The restraint 
may be created while the woman on whom the property is being 
settled is unmarried, though it does not immediately take effect. 
It comes into operation only when the woman becomes covert, 
and it ceases to operate so soon as she is discovert. ‘The 
restraint on anticipation,” said Davey, L.J., in Hood Barrs v. 
Cathcart (No. 1) (42 W. R. 628; 1894, 2 Q. B. 559, at p. 566), 
“‘is an anomaly introduced by the Court of Chancery for the 
protection of the married woman against her own acts and her 
own weakness.” More correctly, perhaps, it was to protect her 
against her husband, for, apart from his influence. an unmarried 
woman would require protection quite as much as her married 
sister. And the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, although 
it established the general independence of married women in 
respect of property, has expressly preserved the anomaly. By 
section 19 it is provided that the Act is not to interfere with a 
restraint on anticipation attached to the enjoyment of property 
by a woman under any settlement or will or other instrument, 
subject only to an exception as to debts contracted before 


marriage. — 

The restraint as thus established cen be made to apply both 
to the corpus of the property and to income, so long as the 
income has not accrued due ; but prior to the judgment of Kay, 
L.J., in Hood Barrs v. Cathcart (No. 2) (42 W. R. 631; 1894, 2 
Q. B. 567), it was settled that it did not extend to income which 
had ady accrued due but had not yet reached the hands of 
the married woman. Both the above-mentioned cases in Mrs. 
Carnoarr’s litigation related to the enforcing of a judgment 
against arrears of income, and in each the arrears which it was 
sought to render available had accrued due after the date of the 
judgment. In each the decision of the Court of Appeal was 
adverse to the judgment creditor, but there was a striking dif- 
ference between the judgment of the court delivered in the 
first case by Davey, L.J., and the judgment delivered in the 
second by Kay, L.J. Lord Davzy’s judgment carefully distin- 
guished between arrears accrued due before and those accrued 
due after the date of the judgment which the creditor was 
trying to enforce. Full effect, he said, might be given to the 
provisions of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, by 
holding that the court has jurisdiction to order the debt 
recovered against a married woman to be paid out of any 
separate estate which at the date of the judgment she has power 
to make liable for her engagements, including any after-acquired 
separate estate which is not subject to a restraint against antici- 
pation. This principle obviously excludes income subject to a 
restraint upon anticipation which has not fallen due at the date 
of the judgment, and hence the result was adverse to the judg- 
ment creditor in the case then before thecourt. But with regard 
to arrears due and not paid to the married woman before the 
date of the judgment, the question of the judgment creditor’s 
remedy depended on deciding whether the restraint on anticipa- 
tion was gone, and as the circumstances of the case required no 





decision of this point, Lord Davey purposely refrained from 
expressing any opinion upon it. 

The judgment of Kay, LJ., in Hood Barrs v. Cathcart (No, 2) 
unfortunately was not given with the same caution. The point 
for decision was identical with that in the first case—namely, 
whether the judgment creditor could levy execution by appoint- 
ment of a receiver of arrears of income accrued due after the 
date of the judgment—and the court came to the same conclu- 
sion, that he could not. “In our opinion,” said Kay, L.J., “it 
was not intended by the Act of 1882 to enable a judgment 
against a married woman to be enforced against arrears of her 
separate estate accruing due afterwards, as to which she was 
restrained from anticipation, either by a receiver, sequestration, 
charging order, or any kind of process.’ But earlier in the 
judgment the Lord Justice propounded a theory of restraint on 
anticipation which made all arrears of income safe against the 
claims of judgment creditors, whether the arrears had accrued 
due at the date of the judgment or did not accrue due till after- 
wards. The ordinary form of restriction in a settlement, he 
observed, directs payment of income to the wife for her separate 
use, “and so as that the said (wife) shall not have power to 
deprive herself of the benefit thereof by way of sale, mortgage, 
charge, or otherwise in the way of anticipation, and that her 
receipts only shall be effectual discharges for the same.” In 
reliance simply on the literal meaning of these words, Kay, 
L.J., said that any alienation before the fund reached the wife's 
hands seemed to be forbidden, although the income might be 
due to her when the alienation was attempted, and he hazarded 
the hypothesis that in cases such as Pemberton v. McGill (1 
Dr. & Sm. 266), where the restraint had been treated as being 
at an end as to income which had become due, but was in the 
hands of a tenant or trustee and had not been paid over to the 
married woman, the restriction must have been peculiarly 
worded. In the case of Hood Barrs v. Heriot, Lord Henson. 
shewed that this hypothesis was unfounded, and he cited several 
cases in which, upon-the ordinary clause in restraint on antici- 
pation, the courts had acted on the view that the restraint is 
at an end so soon as the income becomes due: see, for example, 
Harnett v. M’ Dougall (8 Beav. 187), Re Brettle (33 L. J. Ch. 471), 
Fitzgibbon v. Blake (3 Ir. Oh. Rep. 328). 

The curious point in the matter is that the correct theory had 
been quite recently stated by Kay, L.J., himself in Cox v. Ben- 
nett (89 W. R. 401; 1891, 1 Oh. 617), where the Court of 
Appeal decided that costs might be ordered to be paid out of 
arrears of income due to a married woman at the date of the 
order. “Iamelear,” he said, “that at the time when this 
order for payment of costs was made these were arrears of 
income due to a married woman, as to which, of course, the 
restraint on anticipation was gone—that is to say, to put the 
proper test, at the moment when this order was made, she could 
for valuable consideration have charged the income, which was 
then actually in the hands of the trustees, and made an effectual 
assignment of it, notwithstanding the restraint on anticipation.” 

Nothing could be more distinct that this statement, or more 
contrary to the theory propounded in Hood Barrs v. Cathcart (No. 
2), and the natural course would have been for the Court of 
Appeal in subsequent cases to discard the obiter dictum in that 
case, and follow the law as correctly laid down in Cox v. Bennett. 
By a curious fatality Court of Appeal No. 1 were called upon 
a few weeks after Hood Barrs v. Cathcart (Nos. 1 and 2) to 
decide the question as to arrears due at the date of the 
judgment in a further case arising between the same parties. 
The judgmont is not reported, but the court, contrary to 
what might have been expected, appear to have followed 
the later view of Kay, L.J., and to have decided against 
the judgment creditor on the ground that the arrears till pay- 
ment to the married woman were still subject te the restraint on 
anticipation. Court of Appeal No. 2 followed suit, though 
under protest, in Pillers v. Edwards (39 Soricrrors’ Journat, 96). 
It would never do, said Linpizy, L.J., for one division of the 
court to decide one way and for the other division to decide the 
other way. In that case no one would know how to advise his 
clients. It was necessary, he continued, for the court to decide 
in the same way as in Mrs. Carncarr’s case, and if the decision 
in ‘om case was to be upset it must be upset by the House of 
Lords. 
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In a case where one division of the Court of Appeal has gone 

pably wrong it may be a question whether the members of 
the other division should feel themselves fettered in this 
manner, though probably considerations of convenience tell in 
favour of Lord Justice Liypixy’s principle. In Hood Barrs v. 
Heriot Mr. Hoop Barrs has carried the matter to the House of 
Lords, and that tribunal has had no hesitation in reversing the 
judgment of the Court of Appeal. The view of the restraint 
on anticipation taken by Kay, L.J., is now declared to be 
erroneous. The literal meaning of the words directing pay- 
ment to the married woman personally has never, Lord 
HerscHELL points out, been regarded, and, as already stated, 
the courts have on various occasions assumed that the restraint 
is gone so soon as the arrears are due. Lord MacnaGcuTen 
dwelt on the serious inconvenience it would be to married 
women if they were debarred from rendering arrears of income 
available for immediate use by raising money on them. It 
follows that since the restraint on anticipation has at the date 
of the judgment ceased to apply to such arrears, they are then 
free separate property of the married woman, and are liable for 
the satisfaction of the judgment. The decision does not, of 
course, touch the principle stated in the judgment of Davey, 
L.J., in Hood Barrs v. Catheart (No. 1) (supra) as to arrears not 
accruing due till after the date of the judgment. 





THE RACE FOR THE GARNISHEE ORDER, 


On a former occasion (ante, p. 308) we described the commence- 
ment of an interesting race for a garnishee order between the 
High Court and the county court. The event has now been 
deuded by the judge in chambers, and inasmuch as it is not 


tion of costs we are presented with a remarkable proof that our 
justice is indeed blind—especially in the matter of garnishee’s 
costs. Jonzs & Oo. are auctioneers who sold some goods for 
Smiru, the debtor. The sale realized £20, the subject of the 
garnishee proceedings. In the first place they appeared before 
the master, and on the order being made the garnishor agreed 
their costs at £1 11s, 6d. They therefore paid over to Ronmson 
(High Court) £18 8s. 6d., being the £20 less the agreed costs. 
On disputing Brown’s claim in the county court to a garnishee 
order because the money had already been paid under the High 
Court order, Jonzs & Co. were ordered to pay Brown’s costs, 
amounting to £4 10s., and this order was confirmed. Further, 
the prohibition proceedings ordered by the ju had to be 
attended by counsel, and the total costs of Jonzs & Co. amounted 
to £7, which they have to bear because the summons was dis- 
missed without costs. Moreover, as the judge ordered Rosr- 
son to repay what he received from Jones & Oo., he repaid 
£18 8s. 6d., deducting the £1 11s. 6d. previously paid to Jonzs 
& Co.’s solicitor. In other words, the form of the order 
deprived Jonzs & Co. of the costs previously allowed them in 
the High Court proceedings. It will be found, therefore, that 
these several sums, added to Jonzs & Oo.’s own costs of the 
county court proceedings, bring the total amount of costs which 
they have to pay to over £15. The only possible reason for 
their being mulcted in any costs whatever was their objection 
to paying twice over the £20 they owed to Sairu, which the 
court ordered to be returned to them. 








LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 
Company Law.—The Companies Bill has been read a second time 


likely to proceed further, and will not therefore figure in the | in the House of Lords. 


reports, we will complete our narrative. 


Marie InsvRANCE:—The Marine Insurance Bill, introduced by 


It will be remembered that, of our imaginary parties, Jonzs | Lord HeRscHELL, has been read a second time in the House of Lords. 


& Oo, owed Smirx a debt of £20. Swrrn had two judgments 


It is a codifying Bill, drafted by Mr. CHALMERS on the same lines as 
the Bills of Exchange Bill and the Sale of Goods Bill which have now 


ieee eareast DSm, ene ty Daoter ts tas eraniy const, ene by become law, and it endeavours to reproduce as exactly as possible the 


Rosrson in the High Court. 


B , : : 
ROWN issued a garnishee sum existing law relating to marine insurance, leaving any substantial 


mons in the county court against Jonzs & Co. returnable on the ner ull : : 
26th of February. Roxrnson obtained a garnishee order nis? in —— ~ 5 y Foeeydhne = os - coed — a he tha hom in 
the High Court dated subsequent to, and served later than, the 1894, and the provisions of that Bill, as well as suggestions received 
county court summons, but returnable two days earlier—viz., on | from various sources, were carefully considered by a strong and 


the 24th of February. In the event Jonzs & Co. were ordered | representative committee appo 


inted by Lord HERscHELL when Lord 


by the High Court on the 24th of February to pay Rozrmson | Chancellor. The Bill consists of ninety-four clauses, and there are 


the £20, which they did the same day under threat of execution, 
and on the 26th of February they were ordered by the county 
court to pay the £20 over again to Brown. Each court, in fact, 
refused to take cognizance of the garnishee proceedings in the 
other court. 

Up to this point the facts are narrated in the previous issue 
referred to (ante, p. 308); the subsequent course of events is as 
follows:—Jonzs & Oo. appealed to the judge in chambers 
against the master’s order in the High Court proceedings. On 


schedules giving a form of poliay. rules for the construction of 
arg and directions for the a 
aims. 


justment of certain particular average 


BurRGLARY.—The Burglary Bill has been read a third time in the 


House of Lords and passed. 


JUDICIAL TRUSTEES.—The Judicial Trustees Bill has been read a 


second time in the House of Commons. 


Cuurcn PaTRONAGE.—The Benefices Bill was considered by the 


Standing Committee on Law on the 17th, 20th, and 24th inst, 
Clause 1, sub-section (1) provides that no transfer of a right of 


the hearing of this appeal the judge was in a difficulty. It 
8 PP ues righ ges ketone patronage shall be valid which does not transfer the whole nght of 


obvious that Jonzs & Oo. were entitled to relief, having been 
adjudged to pay the same debt twice over. 


the transferor. 
One of the gar- but the amendment was defeated by 26 votes to 3, Mr. Luoyp 


Mr. GEDGE moved to leave out this sub-section, 


nishee orders must of necessity beinvalid. The issue lay in fact MorGan moved to amend sub-section (2) (a), which provides that 


between the two judgment creditors Brown and Rosuyson, and | after the transfer of a right of patronage of 


efice the right of 


therefore Brown, the plaintiff in the county court action, would presentation thereto shall not be exercised fora year, by reducing the 


have to be made in some way subject to the jurisdiction of the | prohibited period to six months. Viscount 
such a provision was necessary to prevent evasion of the prohibition 


of the sale of next presentations. Some period of time was necessary 


judge in chambers, so that all parties might be heard. After 


RANBORNE said that 


ow seeorns the matter, the judge ordered a summons a th i ral th eg 
or a prohibition to i d to b ; and the experts were agreed @ year was the proper period. e 
: ng ahem y eeeeen on Poor, ..oe Ses amendment was defeated by the casting vote of the of meng Sir J. 


hearing of this summons all parties were represented by counsel, 


FERGusson, the votes on each side being 13. Sub-section (3) provides 


and the case was fully argued. The judge decided that the| 40+ upon a transfer of a right of patronage payment of the considera- 


county court summons, having been served first upon Jonzs & | tion shall not be pos 


med for more three months after the 


Co., bound the money in their hands owing to Smrru, and that | agreement for sale, neither shall provision be made for payment of 
therefore the master’s order in the High Court proceedings was | interest. Mr. GEDGE moved the omission of the sub-section. The 
wrong. He had no power to order Jonzs & Co. to pay money | Solicitor-General said that the commonest mode of evading the law 


which was previously bound by the county court garnishee 


was to stipulate that the purchase-money should not be paid until a 
vacancy occurred. The sub-section was absolutely essential to the 


summons, The judge therefore ordered the High Court judg- . Att aie : 
> 8 creditor to repay to Jonzs & Co. the money sched tele oe eles yy a fe: ame pode Fe by — os to. . > we = 
. : sh sue : mission 0 6 su , 
em, and he dismissed the summons for a prohibition without suggestion of the Solicitor-General words were added providing 





costs 


case of Jonzs & Oo., and when we inquire further into the ques- 





that the sub-section should not prejudice the title of a subsequent 


The main point of interest in the above narrative is the hard | transferee in 
GEDGE to omit the part of sub-section (4) which declares that it shall 


faith and without notice. A motion by Mr. 
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not be lawful to charge or encumber any right of patronage was 
rej 81 votes to 3, Mr. GEDGE also moved 
to omit that part of sub-section 4 which prohibits the 
transfer of any right of — by means of a public auction. The 
amendment was negatived. r. CARVELL WILLIAMS moved an 
amendment prohibiting the transfer of any right of patronage for a 
money payment. Mr. GRIFFITH BoscAWEN said that the promoters 
of the Bill could not ‘accept the amendment because it would 

ractically make private patronage inalienable. The Bill provided 
for the continued existence of private patronage, and it was not 
possible therefore to make it unsaleable. The amendment was nega- 
tived. The committee also rejected by 23 votes to 10 an amendment 
moved by Mr. H. D. GREENE permitting the sale of advowsons by 
public auction where they were sold in conjunction with any manor 
or hereditament to which they were appurtenant, or with 500 acres of land 
or fifty houses in the parish or in an adjacent parish. Clause 2 pro- 
vides that every person claiming a right of patronage by transfer or 
transmission shall register the same in the registry of the diocese. 
On the motion of Viscount CRANBORNE the clause was amended by 
requiring the registration to take place within three months from the 
transfer, or within such further time as might be allowed by rules 
framed under the Bill. Clause 3, exempting from the law of mort- 
main any transfer of a right of patronage to a public patron—a term 
defined in the definition clause—was agreed to. Clause 4 prohibits a 
transferee of a right of patronage from presenting himself. This was 
amended by excluding from the clause presentations occurring ten 
years after the transfer. The further consideration of the Bill was 
adjourned. 





REVIEWS. 
BUILDING, ENGINEERING, AND SHIPBUILDING CONTRACTS. 


THe Law OF BUILDING, ENGINEERING, AND SHIPBUILDING CoNn- 
TRACTS, AND OF THE DUTIES AND LIABILITIES OF ENGINEERS, 
ARCHITECTS, SURVEYORS, AND VALUERS, WITH PRECEDENTS AND 
REPoRTS OF Cases. By ALFRED A. Hupson, Barrister-at-Law. 
Second Edition. In 2 Vols. Waterlow & Sons (Limited ; Stevens 
& Haynes. 


This is a book of great elaboration and completeness. It appears 
from the preface that the author has the two-fold qualification of 
technical knowledge of building, gained as an architect, and devo- 
tion to the legal aspects of building, engineering, and shipbuilding 
contracts since he became a member of the bar. He has collected 
with unsparing industry, and has digested in a form very convenient 
for reference, the decisions on the subject of his work. The list of 
cases cited covers fifty large pages, and they include, not merely 
English, but American and Colonial decisions. This effort at com- 
pleteness deserves high credit; but it is by no means the only merit 
of the work. The first volume, in which the law is stated, is very 
well arranged under the general headings of, first, Authority of 
Architects and Engineers; their duties and liabilities ; their charges; 
quantity surveyors; bills of quantities and tenders and contracts 
generally. Then follow chapters on contracts with public bodies, 
performance and payment, approval and certificates, extras, price 
and damages, vesting of materials, lien and forfeiture, assignment 
of contracts, guarantee and sureties and arbitration and award. 
The matter of each chapter is well broken up into heads and sub- 
heads; and the author’s scheme of introducing in small type in the 
text statements of cases as ‘‘ illustrations” of propositions is excel- 
lent. It is very rarely that the author has to say, as he does at page 
177, that ‘‘ as no actual case has occurred, and the law is doubtful, 
no illustration is here given.” So far as we have tested this part of 
the work, we have found the statements accurate, and on points of 

i the decisions are, in general, very well dealt with. 

The second volume is devoted, in the first place, to full reports of 
pronation on the subject; then follow precedents of various in- 
struments relating to building and engineering contracts. The most 
important of these are the ‘‘ forms of conditions of contract”; being, 
in fact, an extremely elaborate collection of the various provisions, 
both ordinary and special, inserted in these contracts, with frequent 
annotations. Everything required in a contract which is a purely build- 
ing or engineering contract is to be found here, but the author does not 
deal with the financial arrangements which so often nowadays form part 
of these contracts, such as taking payment in shares, with provisions for 
issue of such shares, &c. In a subsequent edition it may be desirable 
to add forms as to these matters. The forms of the various pro- 
visions are carefully expressed, and frequently afford useful hints to 
the draftsman, but they are sometimes very verbose, reminding one 
of the palmy times of conveyancing, when the fatter the draft the 
more it was appreciated. The substance of many of them is in 

i practice expressed in about half the number of words. This 
is a matter which we venture to suggest as deserving the attention of 


represents a large amount of well-directed labour, and it ought to 
pevenlo the standard work on its subject. ™ 


BOOKS RECEIVED. 

On the Interpretation of Statutes. By the late Sir PETER Bengoy 
MAXWELL, Chief Justice of the Straits Settlement and Legal Ad. 
ministrator of Egypt, 1883-4. Third Edition. By A. B. Kumpz, 
Esq., M.A., F.R.S., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet. & Maxwell (Limited), 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
PATENT AGENTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—A client of mine has received an account from some patent 
agents, in which the following items appear :— 
Time spent with various persons as to obtaining 


opinion of counsel ‘ ‘ : d ‘ . £6 &s 
Drawing, revising, and settling draft case for counsel, at- 

tending counsel at his chambers discussing case . « £1 1g 
Writing supplementary case with reference to questions 

raised with counsel ° . ° : ; : - £1 1 «0 
Paid counsel’s fees. ‘ . . ° ° : ‘ 
Copies of draft case, brief of supplementary case, attend- 

ances at counsel’s chambers with papers, writing you 

as to same, &c. ‘ ° £117 6 


How far do these come under any of the Solicitors Acts ? 

The case submitted to counsel, on which counsel gave an opinion, 
was indorsed with the patent agent’s name and address only. 

No solicitor was concerned in any way in the above matters. 

It seems to be one of importance to the legal profession—especially 
to solicitors. Gro. B. W. Diasy. 

69, Coleman-street, Bank, London, E.C., March 19. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
EASTER VACATION, 1896. 
Notice. 


There will be no sitting in court during the Easter Vacation. 

During Easter Vacation :—All applications which may require to be 
immediately or promptly heard, are to be made to the Honourable 
Sir Henry Hawkins, whose address may be obtained at the Chancery 
Registrars’ Chambers, Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice. 

Sir Henry Hawkins will act as Vacation Judge from Thursday, 
April 2nd, to Monday, April 13th, both days inclusive. 

His lordship will sit in Queen’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Thurs- 
day, April 9th, at 11 a.m., for the disposal of urgent Queen’s Bench 
Summonses. 

Inany case of great urgency, the brief of counsel way be sent to 
the judge by book-post, or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by office 
copies of the affidavits in support of the application, and also by a 
minute, on a separate sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the order 
he may consider the applicant entitled to, and also an envelope 
capable of receiving the papers, addressed as follows :—‘‘ Chancery 
Official Letter: To the Registrary in Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ 
Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, London, W.C.”’ 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, 
a copy of the writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be 
sent. 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 





TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
ORDER OF CouURT. 


Monday, the 16th day of March, 1896. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Baron Talker, Lord High Chancellor of 
Great Britain, do hereby order that the actions mentioned in the 
schedule hereto shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice 
Vaughan Williams. 


SCHEDULE. 


Mr. Justice StrRLtiIneG (1895—C.—No. 786). 
Richard Smith Casson v. The International Commercial Company 
Mr, Justice StrIRLING (1894—D.—No. 750). 
ag Opti v, The International Commercial Company 
imited, 





the author in the next edition. The book, however, as a whole 


Hatssury, 0, 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Lunacy. 
Re FARNHAM—2ist March. 
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ther than that. Fienphagamatiag iy ty Segoe hy ag 8 out of the hands 
of creditors in order to apply it for the benefit lunatic. To do. so 
would be monstrous. Suppose that instead of being paid into the. Bank- 
ruptcy Court this money had been paid to a creditor, would this court 
order the creditor to return it on the ground that it was wanted for the 
benefit of the lunatic. The court would not dream of doing any such 
thing. It would have no jurisdiction to do so. ‘The jurisdiction of the 


Luxaric Banxrurt—Property VesTED IN OR UNDER THE CONTROL OF court is strictly limited to property in its custody or under its control. 


TaustzE IN BankRupTcy—JvRispicTIoN oF Court siTtTine In Lunacy 


to OrDER TRANSFER. 


Here the moneys in question are not in the actual custody of the trustee 
in bankruptcy. They are under the control of the Board of Trade, which 


This case raised a novel and important point—viz., whether where the | is pretty much the same as if they had been paid into the Court of Bank- 
lunatic is a bankrupt the court sitting in lunacy has jurisdiction to order | ruptcy, whose duty, so long as the bankruptcy subsists, is to divide it 
the trustee in bankruptcy of the lunatic to transfer to the credit of | amongst the creditors. Now, what power has the court sitting in lunacy 
junacy moneys to the credit of the bankruptcy, and being the proceeds of | to order the trustee in bankruptcy, still less the Court of Bankruptcy, to 
sale of property of the lunatic. The facts are stated in the judgment of | hand these moneys over to the committee in order that they may be applied 


Looiey, L.J. 


Liter, L.J.—The point raised in this case is one of some importance. 
Mr. Farnham was found a lunatic by in- 
uisition in August, 1893, and on the 17th of March, 1894, a receiving 
In November, 1893, the 
sheriff seized certain goods of the lunatic, which, in February, 1894, were 
sold by the sheriff. The proceeds of sale were claimed by the trustee in 
bankruptcy, and are now in the control the court in which the bank- 
ruptcy is pending—namely, the county court of Leicester. The proceeds 
of sale are not in the Court in Lunacy, but are standing to the credit of 
In these circumstances 
the committee of the lunatic comes in lunacy, asking first for an account 


The case stands in this way. 


order in bankruptcy was made against him. 


the bankruptcy in the Leicester County Court. 


of all moneys in the possession or under the control of the trustee in 


bankruptcy, and secondly, that the trustee in bankruptcy may be ordered 


to pay into court all such moneys. The Master, when this summons came 
before him, pointed out to the parties that he felt great difficulty on the 
question whether he had any jurisdiction to make such an order as was 
asked for, and he therefore adjourned it to the judge sitting in chambers, 
who adjourned it tous. On the case coming on before us, Mr. Parker at 
once took the point that we have no jurisdiction, and we are of opinion 
that he is right in that contention. This case is not in the least like the 
case already decided in this lunacy (reported 1895, 2 Ch. 799), where the 
property which was then claimed by the trustee in bankruptcy was in the 
custody of this court sitting in lunacy. The trustee in bankruptcy asked 
us to hand it over to him. We said, No; it is in our custody for the 
benefit of the lunatic, and we won’t part withit. In the course of the 
judgment in that case there may be expressions which apply to the present 
question. But now the tables are turned. We are not asserting a right 
to retain property in our custody, as on that occasion, when we had the 
plate ourselves and had clear jurisdiction to deal with it. Our observa- 
tions were addressed to that state of things. I have looked in vain through 
the Lunacy Act and the Bankruptcy Acts for any section which gives us 
any jurisdiction over the Court of Bankruptcy. Mr. Parker has called 
our attention to the case of Brockwell v. Bullock (22 Q. B. D. 567), where 
the jurisdiction of the Lunacy Court over other courts is very carefully 
gone into by Fry, L.J., who, in the course of his judgment, discussed the 
cases, and pointed out that the Court in Lunacy has no jurisdiction to 
restrain proceedings against a lunatic. That is the short answer to this 
case. But it does not quite stop there, for though the justices of the 
Court of Appeal sitting in lunacy have all the powers of judges of the 
High Court, yet, as judges of the High Court, we have no power to 
interfere with the jurisdiction of the county courts. It is true that there 
is a right of appeal from the County Court in Bankruptcy to the 
Divisional Court under the Bankruptcy Act of 1883; but, putting together 
that Act and the Judicature Act and the decision in Re Platt (36 Ch. D. 
310), I am of opinion that we have no power to do this, and the summons 
must be dismissed. Now we are asked to sanction an application by the 
committee to the Court of Bankruptcy by the committee to have this 
money paid to her or to annul the adjudication. We have come to the 
conclusion that it is not for the benefit of the lunatic that such an applica- 
tion should be made. Our reasons are shortly as follows: Such an 
application by the committee to the Court of Bankruptcy for the payment 
out of this money to her would, in our opinion, be eneusstnetel. The 
only way to succeed would be to apply to annul the adjudication. We 
are rather disposed to think that such an application would be eucccessful, 
the bankruptcy having taken place since the inquisition; but it is any- 
thing but a clear point. If the committee made the application it might 
lead to an appeal to the House of Lords; and, seeing that the estate of 
this lunatic is not large, we are not prepared to say that it is for the 
benefit of the lunatic to sanction such an application. We are very much in- 
fluenced indeed by the lapse of time which has expired since the bankruptcy, 
and under the circumstances we think that the application to annul the 
bankruptcy might fail upon that ground; at all events it increases the 
danger of the experiment. Without saying that the bankruptcy could 
not be successfully impeached, we do not think it would be for the benefit 
of the lunatic to endeavour to annul the bankruptcy. Therefore no such 
leave ought to be given. 
Kay, L.J.—This case is so important that I will adda few words. The 
application is perfectly novel. It is a summons taken out by the commit- 
asking for an account. [His lordship read the summons.] Now, no 
doubt, the Court in Lunacy, or the judges who are intrusted with the 
jurisdiction in lunacy, have gone very far indeed in this direction. For a 
long time past it has been recognised as within their power to apply 
moneys of the lunatic, which are in their control in lunacy for the main- 
tenance of the lunatic, although he may have creditors who are unpaid, 


for the benefit of the lunatic. That is very nearly as. strong a. step as 
ordering a creditor who had received his debt to refund it. If not 
actually in the possession of the creditors, this money is in the possession 
of the trustee in bankruptcy for the benefit of the creditors, or of the 
Court of Bankruptcy for the benefit of the creditors. Unless there is an 
express statutory power giving the Court in Lunacy power to order a third 
rson, who is no party to the lunacy proceedings, to hand this money 
k again, in my opinion it would be doing something which the Court 
in Lunacy has never attempted to do up to this time, and which it has no 
jurisdiction to do. We asked, Is there any provision in the Bankruptcy 
Act which confers that power? None could be found. I know of none. 
I should think it extremely unlikely that the Legislature would put it in 
the power of judges in lunacy to order third parties, who are not parties 
to the lunacy proceedings, without any proceeding against them to hand 
over money to the Court in Lunacy, money which they have received. At 
any rate there is no such power; I cannot conceive it possible that there 
should be. All that could have been done would be to direct the commit- 
tee to take proceedings in bankruptcy in order that we may get the money 
from the trustee in bankruptcy. That would be a monstrously strong 
thing todo. I cannot think that the judges in lunacy would ever do such 
a thing as that. It is said that the Ccalenetey may be annulled. On 
that I give no opinion whatever. Assume thatit may be, Then the ques- 
tion is, Is it for the benefit of the lunatic that we should direct the com- 
mittee to embark in a litigation which must be carried on in the Bank- 
ruptcy Court to have the bankruptcy annulled on the ground that at. the 
dates when the act of bankruptcy was committed, and when the receiving 
order was made, the bankrupt was a lunatic? That would be an experi-, 
mental action, and I do not know what the result would be; but we do 
know that the property of this lunatic is very small, and in such litigation 
a large proportion of that small pro would be swept away; and 
seeing that the only object of that application would be to take away from 
the creditors of the A, sere that which in any view—legal and moral— 
they are entitled to, it is impossible to say that it is the duty of the judges in 
lunacy to direct the committee to commence proceedings, the result of 
which would be doubtful, and which would certainly injure the creditors 
of the lunatic, and might not benefit the lunatic at all. It would be per- 
fectly ludicrous if we directed the committee to take any proceedings other 
than proceedings to impeach the bankruptcy. If the committee were to 
commence proceedings and say, ‘‘I do not impeach the bankruptcy, but I 
ask the Bankruptcy Court to give me the money,” it would be ludicrous. 
I can only conceive of one possible answer to it—namely, that the Court of 
Bankruptcy will not part with property available for the payment of the 
creditors. I think that this application is quite misconceived. We cannot 
order the trustee in bankruptcy to pay this money over, nor can we, in the 
interest of the lunatic, direct the committee either to take proceedings to 
have the bankruptcy annulled, or, trea the bankruptcy as valid, to take 
proceedings to try to induce the Court of ptcy to allow this money 
- = paid to the committee. The application fails, and must be dismissed 
th costs. 
A. L. Surra, L.J., concurred.—Counsgt, Warmington, Q.C., and Buck- 
master ; R. J. Parker. Soutcrrors, Prior, Church, § Adams ; Field, Roscoe, 


Co. 
‘ (Reported by W. Scorr Tuompson, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Appeal. 
KEMP AND ANOTHER v. LESTER—No. 1, 23rd March. 


Practice—Spectatty Inporsep Wrir—Lanpiorp anp Tsnant—Morr- 
GAGOR ATTORNING TENANT FROM YEAR TO YEAR TO MorTGacrE—Tsgnancy 
DETERMINABLE BY MorTGaGEE WITHOUT NoTICRE—TENANCY aT Witi— 
Action To Recover Posszsston—Orp. 3, nr. 6 (F); ord. 14, R. 1. 


Appeal from an order of Cave, J., at chambers, giving the plaintiff ® 
leave to sign final judgment under order 14. The action was to recoveT 
possession of certain premises and mesne profits. The premises were 
mortgaged by the defendant to the plaintiffs to secure repayment of £2,500 
and interest at four per cent. per annum. By the mortgage deed the 
defendant attorned tenant of the premises from year to year to the plaintiffs 
at the yearly rent of £100, payable half-yearly ; and it was provided that 
the plaintiffs might at any time, without giving any previous notice of 
their intention so to do, enter upon and take possession of the premises, 
and determine the tenancy created by the aforesaid attornment. Default 





was made in payment of the interest. The plaintiffs applied for judgment 
under order 14, and Cave, J., made the o . The defendant appealed. 


and although the application of these moneys in this way may prevent | It was contended on his behalf that the case did not come within ord. 3, 


these creditors from ever being paid. The court has gone as far as that. 
But there is no case so far as | know in which the court has gone any fur- 





) x. 6 (f), as the term had not ‘‘ expired or been duly determined by notice 
to quit.” The action was to recover possession on & forfeiture. The 
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attornment clause created a tenancy from year to year, and the subsequent 
clause the mortgagee power to determine the tenancy at:any time 
was a forfeiture, and Ardén v. Boyce (42 W. R. 354; 1894, 1 Q. B. 796) 
shewed that ord. 3, r. 6 (f) did not apply to a determination of the 
ae a forfeiture. Further, assuming that a tenancy at will was 
, ord. 3, r.6(f), did not apply to such a case, as it was nota 
tenancy for a term which had expired. 
Tue Covert (Lord Esner, M.R., and Lorzs and Ricnry, L.JJ.) dismissed 


the appeal. 


Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the decision in Arden v. Boyce came to this 
—that ord. 3, r. 6 (7), did not apply to a tenancy that was determined by 
forfeiture. Was the tenancy determined by a forfeiture in the present 
case? There was a clause in the deed creating a tenancy from year to 
year. But there was also a subsequent clause giving the landlord liberty 
to enter upon and take possession of the a at any time without 
giving any notice. That did not amount to a forfeiture, and therefore 
Arden - Boyce did not apply, and judgment could be signed under 


Lorzs, L.J., concurred. Arden v. Boyce was a case where the court 
held that ord. 3, r. 6 (f), and order 14, did not apply where the right to 
eject was based upon a forfeiture. The urgument that this was an eject- 
ment founded on a forfeiture was quite untenable. The mortgagee sought 
to eject the mortgagor becauce the relationship of landlord and tenant 
had determined. Whether he could do so depended upon the mortgage 
deed. ‘True, the mortgage deed said that the mortgagor was to ba tenant 
from year to year; but it also said that he was to be a tenant at the will 
of the mortgagee. The mortgagee had brought the tenancy to an end, as 
he was entitled todo. Arden v. Boyce, therefore, was not applicable, and 
the learned judge was right in allowing the plaintiffs to sign judgment 
under order 14. 

Rieuy, L.J., concurred. The law took no notice in general of the length 
ofaterm. A term merely gave the right to possession so long as the term 
continued. The word ‘‘ term”’ only signified the time until the right to 
possession came toanend. A term might be for 1,000 years or any other 
time, or at the will of the lessor. But in any case the term was of the 
same quality in the eye of the law. The decision in Arden v. Boyce was 
founded on the principle that commended itself to the sense of this. court, 
that they would not disturb a long-continued course of practice at 
chambers under the Judicature Rules and the previous statutory enact- 
ments which contained a similar provision. as there any forfeiture 
here? Forfeiture was founded on some default. Here there was no 
default at.all. It was agreed by the mortgage deed that there should be a 
tenancy from year to year, subject to a very important condition, that the 
tenancy‘could be put an end to at any time by the landlord without any 
previous notice being given. To exercise that power there need not be 
any default on the part of the tenant. Therefore there was no forfeiture 
in this case. It would be strange indeed if, on the determination of a 
tenancy for 1,000 years, judgment for possession could be signed against 
the tenant under order 14, while a tenant at will would have a higher 
right.—Counset, 4. 7. Toller ; Montague Lush. Sottcrrors, Field, Roscoe, 
¢ Co., for Stone, Biilson, Willcox, § Dutton, Leicester; L. Kirkman, for 
Buiman, Leicester. 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


J. LYONS & SONS v. WILKINS—No. 2, 19th March. 


Consprracy anp Protection or Propgrty Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 
86), s. 7 (4)—Srarme—Travz Unton—‘* Warcuinc ann Beserrine ”’ 
InteRiocuTory Insuncrion. 


This was an appeal from a decision of North, J. The plaintiffs are 
manufacturers of leather bags, of Red Cross-street, City. The defendants 
are the secretary and a member of the executive committee of a trade 
union, called the Amalgamated Trade Society of Fancy Leather Workers. 
A dispute between the plaintiffs and their workpeople had arisen in 
February, 1895. The union had ordered a strike against the plaintiffs 
partly for an increase of wages and partly with the object of putting an 
end to the system of paying some persons by piecework and some by time. 
The union had picketed the plaintiffs, and had also ordered a strike 
against a maker of the name of Schoenthal, who employed his own work- 
men, but made only for the plairitiffs. The plaintiffs alleged that one 
letter written as part of the trade contest to an employé amounted to a 
libel, and that a workman of the name of Sparrow had been induced by 
the society to break his contract with the plaintiffs, and that the acts of 
the defendants in endeavouring to induce people not to enter the employ 
of the plaintiffs were malicious. The plaintiffs applied by motion for an 
interlocutory injunction to restrain the defendants from unlawfully and 
posemer are! Srey any persons who had entered into contracts with 
the plain: to break their contracts, and from maliciously inducing or 

to induce persons not to enter into contracts with the plaintifts, 
and also from writing, issuing, or publishing, or causing to be written, 
issued, or A yma any letter, circular, or other writing to the effect that 
the plaintiffs were paying lower wages than other employers, or starvation 
bow their workmen, or that workmen did not obtain fair conditions 
of from the plaintiffs, or that, could the plaintiffs obtain any one 
to do their work 1s. cheaper, they would cast out their employés, or from 
directly or indirectly circulating any other false statement or 
calculated to injure the plaintiffs in their trade or business. 


‘North, J., was of opinion that, as only one case of breach of contract 


had been put in evidence—namely, that of a workman named Sparrow, 
who was not called as a witness, no case for an interlocutory injunction 
had been made out under that head, nor had any libel been proved such 
as would justify the granting of an injunction. As to the alleged 

inducement of persons not to enter intq contracts with the 





—————__- 


plaintiffs, his lordship was of opinion that there was ample evidence of 
malice within the definition of such as laid down by Lord Esher, M.R., in 
Hood v. Jackson (43 W. R. 453; [1895], 2Q. B. 21), and, therefore, hg 
granted an interlocutory injunction until the trial of the action or furthep 
order restraining the defendants from maliciously inducing persons not 
to enter into contracts with the plaintiffs. The defendants appealeg 
and urged that they were entitled to persuade a person not to enter inty 
a contract with a third person, as the law now stands, if such persuasion 
was done without malice: Mogul Steamship Co. (Limited) v. McGregor, 
Gow, § Co. (1892, A. C. 25). Hood v. Jackson (ubi supra) was an 
attempt to punish people for what they had done before; they wanted to 
punish for an infringement of trade-union rules. If any kind of picketing 
was legal, then the pans of the plaintiff's works in this instance was 
legal, for the pickets were the workmen themselves who had come out on 
strike ; what they did was done in their own interests and without malice, 
Every strike must necessarily be an attempt to dictate to an employer, 
and most strikes lead to ill-feeling; the Legislature must have known 
this when it made strikes legal. Ina criminal statute as here the direct 
act must be considered only, and not ulterior and remote acts. This 
injunction was not in accordance with the practice of the Court of Chan. 
cery, and was too wide. The question of mulice was one to be decided 
a jury at the trial. If the court was prepared to hold that these Acts 
were an interference with the rights to property, then the jurisdiction 
was established, but not otherwise. Section 7 of the Conspiracy and Pro- 
tection of Property Act, 1875, is as follows:—Every person who, with a 
view to compel any otker person to abstain from doing or to do any act 
which such other person has a legal right to do or abstain from doing, 
wrongfully and without legal authority—(1) Uses violence to or intimidates 
such other person, or his wife or children, or injures his property ; or (4) 
watches or ts the house or other place where such other person resides, 
or works, or carries on business, or happens to be, or the approach to such 
house or place, shall, on conviction, &c., . attending at or near 
the house or place where a person resides, or works, or carries on business, 
or happens to be, or the approach to such house or place, in order merely 
to obtain or communicate information, shall not be deemed a watching or 
besetting within the meaning of this section. ; 

Tue Court (Linpiey, Kay, and A. L. Sarrn, L.JJ.), without calling 
upon the respondents, except as to the form of the injunction, dismissed 


the appeal. 

Linpiey, L.J., said that the question in this case was an extremely 
important one. He could not help seeing what the real fight was; the 
facts were not in controversy. After stating the facts and the positions 
of the parties, his lordship said that the consequence of these proceedings 
was that the trade union in fact prevented Lyons from carrying on his 
business on terms which he wished to make with his workpeople. Strikes 
which formerly were illegal had been legalized, and trade unions had also 
been made legal societies. The workmen could combine to leave, and 
could strike ; the trade union could assist them by granting strike pay 
during the strike. Then came the difficulty which was well known toall, 
They conld be defeated by the masters making arrangements with other 
people who were willing to work. But Parliament had not yet given 
a unions power to prevent and coerce people from working, and some 
strikes would be ineffective unless they could prevent other people from 
taking the place of the workmen onstrike. Until Parliament conferred 
that power, trade unions would be exceeding their powers in so doing. 
The Conspiracy and Protection of Property Act, 1875, wus very important. 
It was obvious toanybody who read with a view to understand, thatthe 
Legislature did not intend to unsay what it had previously said, but 
intended to prevent the words being stretched beyond their proper mean- 
ing. ‘‘ Watching or besetting’’ merely for the purpose of obtaining 
information was not a criminal offence, and was not unlawful. It was 
impossible to say that all picketing was unlawful, but it was easy to see 
that a great deal might be done which was absolutely unlawful ; if the 
object were to prevent le from doing what they had a right to doit 
was absolutely unlawful. These pickets were not there merely to obtain 
information, but to put pressure on Lyons by persuading people not to 
work for him; and that was ‘‘ watching and besetting’’ within the mean- 
ing of the section. On the second point Lyons’ business would be abso- 
lutely ruined if this was not aera. pers stopped. It was a case in which 
@ person’s business was so interfered with that he was justified in going to 
that court foran injunction. His lordship did riot disagree with North, 
J., but thought the words of the injunction were too wide, and must be 
varied. The appeal would be dis , the terms would be altered, and 
the costs would be costs in the action. 

Kaz, L.J., said that since the Judicature Act there could be no 
doubt of the jurisdiction to grant an interlocutory injunction in such 
a case as this. In all these cases where a man's trade was affected 
one saw the enormous importance of interfering at once before the 
trial. Acts ht be utterly illegal, and a man’s business —= 
be absolutely » and the damage might be irreparable; this 
such a case, it was a proper case in which to grant an interlocutory 
injunction until the trial on the usual.terms. Ié would seem very un- 
likely that any damage could result to the defendants, and, on the other 

, great damage might fall on Lyons. It was in the last degree 
walinaty Sat at the trial the facts would place a different aspect on the 
case. His lordship then considered the evidence, and laid it down dis- 
tinctly that it was illegal to picket the works or place of business of & 
man by persons who wereinstructed to try and persuade men who were 
working there, and who might wish to work there, not to work there. It 
~ also illegal to call out the = ong Maca. bo a = 

t was p' pressure on Lyons ug! oenthal. e ar 
was that Ee piskeis being the workmen only, were legal ; but lord- 
ship did not agree it was ‘‘ watching or besetting” a house to preventay 
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employer making terms with his workmen which he was entitled to make. 
That was compulsory on the employer, and came distinctly within the 

viso. Take Schoenthal’s case; it was not merely g him not 
to work, they were preventing him from working, and that was an illegal 
act. With the alteration of the wording of the injunction the appeal 
failed, and the costs would be costs in the action. 

A. L. Surru, L.J., gave judgment to the same effect. Appeal dismissed. 
The wording of the injunction wasaltered so as to follow the wording of 
section 7 (4) of the Conspiracy and Protection of Property Act, 1875.— 
Counset, C. E. E. Jenkins ; Levett, Q.C., and Ward Coleridge. Sottcrrors, 
Shaen § Rosooe ; Warburton & De Paula. 

[Reported by W Suaticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


HAWES »v. SCOTT—No. 2, 24th March. 


Resrrictive Covenant—Oonstruction—' Not MonE THAN Two Dwe.iinc™ 
wovUsEs ’’—E RECTION OTHER THAN DWELLING-HOUSE. 


By an agreement dated the 29th of January, 1878, for the sale to the 
predecessor in title of the parties to this action of the land in question, it 
was provided that ‘‘ the purchaser should not erect or permit to be erected 
on the said piece of land more than two dwelling-houses, with suitable 
stables, coach-houses, and offices for each (all which buildings shall be 
entirely lighted and ventilated from the said piece of land), and shall ex- 

on each such dweiling-house no less sum than £3,000, and will not 
permit the said dwelling-houses to be used otherwise than as private 
residences.’’ It was further provided that these provisions should be, and 
the same were accordingly, incorporated in the conveyance to the pur- 
chaser. In 1881 the purchaser entered into an agreement to sell part of 
the land to the plaintiff, the agreement providing that the plaintiff should 
be assumed to have notice of the conditions in the agreement and con- 
veyance of 1878. The land so agreed to be sold was afterwards con- 
veyed, and subsequently the rest of the land was sold and conveyed to the 
defendant. In 1895 the plaintiff made certain additions to a dwelling- 
house which had been built on his land, and opened two windows over- 
looking the defendant’s land. The defendant thereupon, to preserve the 
privacy and amenity of his own land, and to prevent the acquisition by 
the plaintiff of rights to light, began to build a high wall, on his own land 
but opposite to the plaintiff’s new windows. The } ea then com- 
menced this action, claiming a perpetual injunction. Stirling, J., granted 
the injunction, and the defendant appealed. For the appellant it was 
contended that the words ‘‘ not more than two dwelling-houses’’ meant 
“not more dwelling-houses than two,” arid that the defendant’s right to 
put up erections other than dwelling-houses was not restricted by the 
covenant, except so far as it might be affected by the residential character 
which the neighbourhood was evidently meant to preserve; and the case 
of Bowes v. Law (18 W. R 640, L. R. 9 Eq. 636) was relied upon. For 
the respondent it was argued that the words of the covenant must be read 
as meaning ‘‘ not more buildings than two dwelling-houses,’’ &c., and 
the case of Wood v. Cooper (43 W. R. 201; 1894, 3 Ch. 671) was cited. 

Tue Court (Linpiey, Kay, and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.; A. L. Surru, L.J., 
dissenting) allowed the appeal. 

Linvtey, L.J., said the question was not by any means an easy one, 
but he thought anyone looking at the words would naturally at first sight 
understand them to mean that you were not to have three, five, or more 
dwelling-houses. Any other construction was very forced, and was not 
the natural meaning. Though the words, taken strictly, left the defend- 
ant free to erect anything he pleased, provided it was not three or more 
dwelling-houses, yet, looking at the object of the restrictions, you might 
‘be able to find that nothing inconsistent with the residential character of 
the neighbourhood could be erected, With t to the doctrine of 
implying covenants, the shortest and the best statement he knew of was 
that of Bowen, L.J.. in Oriental Steamship Co. v. Tylor (42 W. R. 89, 91; 
1893, 2 Q. B. 518, 527). But here the plaintiff's Pe was in no way 
injuriously affected, and there was no ground for implying any restrictive 
a Stirling, J., bad gone too far, and the appeal must be 
allowed. 

Kay, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect, remarking that it 
would be extremely dangerous to lay down that a restrictive covenant 
could be implied on such grounds as were here shewn. 

A. L Surrn, L.J., dissented. He thought Stirling, J., was right, and 
that on any other construction it was impossible to say that the defen- 
dant might not put up a brewery, a slaughter-house, or a mortuary, 
which was clearly contrary to the intention of the parties. The interpre- 
tation he preferred was as consistent with the language as the other, and 
much more reasonable.—Counset, Crackanthorpe, Q C., Buckley, Q.C., and 

Rowden ; Graham Hastings, Q.C., and W. F. Hamilton. ~ Soxicttors, 
Peacock & Goddard ; Baker, Blaker, & Hawes. 


[Reported by R. C. Macxenzin, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re WHITE & SMITH’S CONTRACT AND THE VENDOR AND PUR- 
CHASER ACT, 1874—Stirling, J., 18th March. 

Vendor anp Purcuaser—SaLe By AvcTrion—AGREEMENT TO PurcHASRE 
Leaszrno.ps—Onzrovs CovENANts—Non-Disciosurg ny VENDoR—Con- 
STRUCTIVE Norice. 

This was a summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act of 1874 taken 
out by the purchaser asking that the contract of purchase might be 


quiry ought to have been made as a matter of prudence, having regard 
what is usually 
the application of this test all the circumstances of the case must be taken 
into consideration. I can well —— 

hold Lew a purchaser had failed to reasonable 
not a 


examining a 

to him of the existence of similar covenants in leases of adjoining porti 

of the same estate. If, however, it I think 

vendor to disclose the state of his title and not the duty of th 

to inquire into it, and if the purchaser’s attention is not 
covenants, ei 


might 
any intimation on the part of the 
refusal if he applies to examine the lease before the sale. 
cant, in his affidavit, says that he has never had experience of sales or 
other dealings with in the neighbourhood 
that he did not know that leases of 


santbiveclatn wan chek glue caer gemaeie for sale 
s-lane, were, 3 auction 
at the Mart, in the City of London, and soe) rg at the pA 
applicant, Mr. John Thomas Smith, attended the sale and became 
‘purchaser of lot 3, and signed a contract in the usual form ind 
the printed particulars and conditions of sale. 
ditions contained no statement as to the nature of the co 
lease nor any notice on the part 
inspected at their solicitors or elsewhere. Upon 
abstract it was found (as was not disputed) that con’ 
onerous covenants. By his requisitions on the title the purchaser claimed 
to have the contract rescin on the ground of the existence of these 
covenants, and he also raised other objections to the title. The vendors 
declined to rescind and is alleged failed to remove these other objections, 
and this summons was taken out in consequence. 

Sririivc, J.—[His lordship stated the facts as above set out, and con- 
tinued :—] At the hearing it was admitted by the vendors that the law 
applicable to the case is as laid down by the Court of Appeal in Reeve v. 
Berridge (20 Q. B. D. 523, pp. 527-8). In my opinion the last paragraph 
of the judgment establishes that it is primd facie the duty of the vendor to 
disclose all that is pce A protect himself, and not the duty of the 
purchaser to make inquiry before entering into a contract, and that this is 
so whether the sale be by public auction or private contract. It seems to 
me that the Court of Appeal meant to lay down a general rule applicable 
to all sales, though, no doubt, the practice with reference to sales by 
private contract was put forward as one of the grounds for the establish- 
mett of the rule. It is not pretended that the ap t had any actual 
knowledge of the contents of the lease, but it is said that he had a fair 
opportunity of ascertaining its provisions. This is sought to be established 
from the statements BB one ser 13-16 of the affidavit of vendors, and 
paragraph 7 of the vit of applicant in reply. Paragraphs 13-16 of 
the affidavit of the vendors, allege that the purchaser has had previous 
dealings with property in the neighbourhood of the property in question, 
and was aware that the lease probably contained covenants and conditions 
of an unusual nature ; that the lease was at all reasonable times between 
the advertisement of the particulars and the date of the sale open for 
inspection ‘‘in accordance with the usual custom” by intending pur- 
chasers at the offices of the solicitor of the vendors, whose name and 
address appeared on the advertisement aforesaid; that the vendors’ 
solicitor was present at the sale and had with him the lease of the property, 
which was then open for inspection ‘‘in accordance with the usual cus 
tom’’; and that the purchaser was a frequent attendant at sales of 
jay oy | of this description, and was well acquainted with and experienced 

all the details of such customs and opportunities for examination, 
whilst paragraph 7 of the affidavit of the applicant in reply says, that the 
applicant did not inspect the lease prior to the sale, was never informed, 
nor was he aware that the lease was open for his Sagres. and that he 
did not know that the vendors’ solicitor was in attendance at the sale. It 
must be taken to be admitted by the applicant for the | ie gan of this 
application that the acts of the respondents spoken of in these ey or 
of their affidavit were ‘‘ in accordance with the usual custom,” and t 
the applicant knew this. The vendors, however, fail to say what 
means of knowledge they have on the subject of this alleged custom, 
or what the nature of the custom is or how far it extends. It is 
well known to be a common practice for vendors to deposit 
the lease with their solicitors or elsewhere prior to the sale, and 
to announce the fact in the wlars of sale, and I am quite 
prepared to believe that in the majority of sales in tre ow of London this 
course is adopted. For aught that — this may be all that is referred 
to in the ndent’s affidavit. At all events the respondents do not ven- 
ture to Sola themselves that a vendor in the City of London is to be 
taken to have conformed to this practice if he does not give notice to the 
contrary, while the applicant expressly says that he was not aware that 
the lease was open for his inspection, by which I understood him to mean 
that he was not aware that he was enti as of right to see the lease, or 
that he would not be met with a refusal if he a) to see it before the 
sale. The question then arises whether a under such circum. 


i 
i 
1 


H 
Fre 


Fe 


stances ought to be fixed with constructive notice of the contents of the 
lease. The circumstances under which a purchaser without actual know- 
ledge of a state of facts ought to be held to have constructive notice of it 
have been recently considered by the Court 
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Appealin Baily v. Barnes 

(1894, $ Ch. 25), and one test there laid down appears to be whether in- 
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a condition of sale that he should acquaint himself with the contents of | 


the lease, and consequently he did not do so. In these circumstances, I 
think that it is not made out that the applicant had a fair opportunity of 
inspecting the lease within the meaning of the rule laid down in Reeve v. 
Berridge, and consequently that he is entitled to the relief which he asks. 
—CounsEL, Stewart Smith ; Hastings, Q.O., and Ashton Cross. Soxicrrors, 
J. H. Smith; T. H. Hiscott. 

[Reported by Anruur Morton, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re CULVERHOUSE, COOK v. CULVERHOUSE — Kekewich, J., 26th 
March. 


Estates Dury—Leasenoirps—Resipuary Perrsonan EstatE—Prorerty 
PASSING TO THE ExEcuToR AS sucH— Finance Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vier. 
c. 30), s. 9, suB-sEcTION 1. 


This summons raised the question as to whether the estate duty under 
the Finance Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vict. c. 30), paid by executors on lease- 
holds specifically bequeathed was properly payable out of residuary per- 
ronal estate, or whether it should be paid out the specifically bequeathed 
leaseholds themselves. Section 9, sub-section (1), of the Finance Act, 
1894, is as follows: ‘‘ A rateable part of the estate duty on an estate, in 
proportion to the value of any property which does not pass to the 
executor as such, shall be a first charge on the property in respect of 
which duty is leviable; provided that the property shall not be so 
chargeable as against a bond fide purchaser thereof for valuable considera- 


-tion without notice.’’ The residuary legatees contended that a rateable 


rtion of the estate duty should be thrown upon the specific legatees, 
on the ground that the leaseholds did ‘‘ not pass to the executor as such,’’ 
because, though, if the estate were insolvent, the executor could take the 
leaseholds in order to satisfy debts, if the estates were solvent they 
passed direct to the legatee, and the executor had nothing to do with 
them ; they vested, in fact, in the legatees from the time of the testator’s 
death, and not from the date of the assent by the executor to the bequest. 
The specific legatees maintained, on the other hand, ‘‘ that the lease- 
holds did pass to the executor as such,’’ and therefore did not come 
within the section, and were consequently not charged with the rateable 
proportion of estate duty. 

Kexewicn, J., said he was quite sure that the point raised must have 
something in it, but he was not prepared, in the absence of distinct 
authority, to depart from elementary rules such as those laid down in 
Williame on Executors—e.g., where the learned author says that ‘‘ even 
where a term for years is specifically devised, it will, in the first instance, 
vest in the executor, by virtue of his office, for the usual purposes to 
which the testator’s assets shall be applied, and the legatee shall have no 
right to enter without the executor’s special assent’’ (Williams on 
Executors, 9th ed., p. 600). His lordship was therefore of opinion that 
the contention of the specific legatee was right, and that the leaseholds 
vested in the first place in the ‘‘ executor as such,’’ and consequently that 
the estate duty was to be borne by the estate and not by the specific 
legateo.—Counse., Rowden; J. G. Wood; Ribton; Upjohn. Soutcrrors, 
Lovell, Son, § Pitfield; Ford, Lloyd, Bartlett, & Michelmore; Rooke § 
Sons, 


[Reported by C. C. Henstey, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





Winding-up Cases. 


Re W. POWELL & SONS (LIM.)—Romer, J., for Vaughan Williams, J., 
23rd March. 


Company—Winpine vp—OrriciaL Recerver—LiqvuripaTroR—SgcurITy FOR 
Costs—Payment or Costs sy Liqurparor—Orper on LiqQurpaTor 
PrrsonaLLy—Companies (Winpinc-vup) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 63), 
ss. 4, 10. 


This was an application by certain persons, respondents to a misfeasance 
summons, that the official receiver and liquidator might be ordered to give 
security for costs. There was money in court sufficient to pay a small 
dividend to the debenture-holders of the company. The winding-up 
order was made in 1892, and in 1894 the misfeasance summons was taken 
out. It was said that the question was not as to whether there were 
assets or not, but whether the official receiver and liquidator had done his 
duty, and that if the company itself had been in the place of the liqui- 
dator the company would have had to give security for costs. The follow- 
ing cases and authorities were referred to: Re Kingston Cotton Mill Co. (2), 
(1896, 1 Ch. 331, at p. 350); Palmer’s Winding-up Forms, 6th ed., p. 
499, Form 636; Re London Metallurgical Co. (48 W. R. 476; 1895, 1 Ch. 
758) ; Salsbury Jones, $c., case, 1895, 1 Ch. 333; Re Seventh East Central 
Building Society (51 L. T. N.S. 109). 

Romer, J., said that he desired to express his opinion that a liquidator 
who initiated proceedings like the present was at the mercy of the court 
to decide as to costs at the hearing of the misfeasance summons. 
The court, no doubt, had jurisdiction in a case like that to order a 


_ liquidator personally to pay the costs, and in his opinion the court would 


do eo in any case where it would be just that the liquidator should be 
ordered to pay the costs. He thought that the court, in considering 
whether the liquidator ought or ought not to be ordered to pay the costs 
personally, would have regard to the fact that the application for an 
order that he should give security for costs had been made and had been 
opposed, and that the court had refused to order security for costs on the 
ground that there would be jurisdiction at the trial to order him to pay 
costs. It was on that ground, and on that ground alone, that he 
refused. in the present case to order the liquidator to give security for 








costs. The application would be refused, but without costs.—Counsm,, 
0. E. E. Jenkins; R. Younger ; John Henderson. Soxtcrtons, Robinson ¢ 
Stannard ; Cox § Lafone; Dawes § Sons. 

{Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxz, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
CHAFFERS v. TAYLOR—18th March. 


Bririss _ Mussum—Regapine Room—Ricut or Pusiic to ApMisston—Rigur 
or TrustEEs To ExchupE—ENFORCEMENT OF A Pustic Trust—Barrrigg 
Museum Act (26 Geo. 2, c. 22), ss. 15, 20. 


This was an appeal by the British Museum through their assistant 
secretary, the defendant, against the decision of a county court judge 
giving judgment for the plaintiff in an action for assault. The plaintiff, 
Chaffers, had been accustomed for upwards of forty years to make use of 
the reading room at the British Museum, and for this purpose always had 
an annual ticket. On the expiration of his ticket in May, 1895, he applied 
in writing to the principal librarian for a renewal, but was informal that 
the trustees had decided that his ticket should not be renewed. The 
plaintiff, being of opinion that under the British Museum Act he was 
entitled to admission without a ticket, went to the entrance of the reading 
room and claimed the right to enter. By order of, and in the presence of, 
the defendant, one of the attendants forcibly prevented him from enter- 
ing, and the assault, in respect of which the action was brought, took 
place. The learned county court judge found that an assault had taken 
place and awarded him damages. He also held as a matter of law that 
under section 20 of the British Museum Act, 1753, the plaintiff had a 
right to free access to the reading room so long as he conducted himself 
properly and conformed to the regulations. The defendant appealed. 
By section 15 of the British Museum Act the trustees are empowered to 
make ‘‘ rules and ordinances for the custody, preservation, and inspection 
of every part of the several collections.’’ By section 20 it is provided that 
the museum shall be vested in trustees, ‘‘ upon this trust and confidence 
nevertheless, that a free access to the said general repository and to the 
collections therein contained, shall be given to all studious and curious 
persons, at such time and in such manner and under such regulations 
- + . «8 by the said trustees . . shall be limited for that pur- 

se.’’ For the appellant it was contended that by section 20 the trustees 

ave the right to exclude anyone from the museum if they please to do 
so, and that they have a discretion as to so doing. The facts upon which 
they exercise such discretion cannot be tried by a jury. The remedy, if 
the trustees acted wrongly or did not carry out the trusts, would be by an 
information filed by the Attorney-General to compel them to carry them 
out. The respondent contended that clause 18 of the regulations, which 
is as follows, ‘‘ The privilege of admission is granted upon the following 
conditions : (a) that it may be at any time suspended by the principal 
librarian ; (+) that it may be at any time withdrawn by the trustees in 
their absolute discretion,’’ was ultra vires, and that it was an imperative 
duty on the part of the trustees to admit all persons free. 

Tue Court (Day and Wits, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Day, J.—The judgment of the county court os was clearly wrong. 
The British Museum is for the benefit of the public, and trustees are 
appointed to carry on the museum and to make regulations for doing so. 
The respondent used the reuding room for many years under the regula- 
tions made by the trustees. The trustees now think fit to refuse to renew 
his ticket of admission to the reading room, and the respondent claims 
that he is entitled to admission with or without a ticket. I am clearly 
of opinion that a person who has not a ticket is not entitled to force his 
way into the reading room. 

Wits, J.—I am of the same opinion. The reading room is part of the 
site of the museum under the control of the trustees. They have legal 
rights thereto, and nv one can enter thereon without leave of the trustees. 
Section 20 of the Act clearly does not give every person a right to enter 
any and every part of the museum without any restriction just whenever 
they like. If that were so the object of study would be entirely frustrated. 
The trustees are empowered to make rules and regulations, and even if 
such rules should be wltra vires, on which subject I give no opinion, the 
respondent would have no right to force his way in, and would be a 
trespasser if he did. If the trustees fai! to carry out the trusts imposed 
upon them, the only remedy would be by information filed by the 
Attorney-General, Appeal allowed.—Covunszt for appellant, Sir R. Finlay, 
8.G., H. Sutton, and Ingle Joyce. Soticrror, The Solicitor to the Treasury. 
The respondent appeared in person. 

[Reported by E. G. Str.uwe11, Barrister-at-Law. } 


VESTRY OF 8T. LEONARD’S, SHOREDITCH, v. PHELAN—18th March. 


Draw—Sewer—Prirz Drarininc Two Hovsgs pors not CEASE TO BEA 
SEWER WHEN ONE OF THE Houses 1s Cut Orr—Metnopotis MANAGEMENT 
Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vicr. c. 120), ss. 68, 69, 250. 


This was an appeal by a case stated from the d@cision of Mr. Bros, 
one of the Metropolitan police magistrates, dismissing a summons taken 
out by the appellants against the respondent. The summons complained 
that a nuisance existed at the premises No. 42, Westmorland-place, Shore- 
ditch (which premises belonged to the respondent), by reason of a defective 
drain, and the appellants asked for an order requiring the respondent to 
repair or reconstruct the said drain. The following facts were set out in 
the case. In the rear of 42, Westmorland-place is situate a house, known 
as 36, Nile-street, contiguous to the back wall of the yard of 42, West- 
morland-place. The drain complained of was a pipe which, prior to 189%, 
after taking the sewage from a water-closet in the yard of No. 42, 
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under part of 36, Nile-street, and took sewage from that house, and after 


again through the respondent’s premises, emptied into the main 
sewer in Westmorland-place. It was not proved when the combined drain 
was constructed, or that it was made under the order of the vestry. In 
April, 1895, in consequence of a complaint by the vestry of a nuisance, the 
owner of 36, Nile-street caused the drainage of that house to be diverted 
from 42, Westmorland-place and connected with the drainage of another 
house, so that the pipe from 42, Westmorland-place thereupon became a 
pipe only draining that one house instead of two as formerly. On the 10th 
of May, 1895, a notice under section 4 of the Public Health (London) Act, 
1891, was served on the respondent as owner of 42, Westmorland-place by 
the appellants, stating that a nuisance existed and requiring the respon- 
dent to abate the nuisance. The respondent refused to comply with this 
notice, contending that the so-called drain was a sewer vested in and 
repairable by the appellants under sections 68, 69, and 250 of the 
Metropolis Management Act, 1855. Thereupon on the 22nd of May the 
said summons was taken out. The appeliants contended (1) that the 
drain prior to April, 1895, was a drain made for draining a group or block 
of houses by combined operation, and that it must be presumed that the 
drain was laid down lawfully and under the order of a vestry, although 
no evidence could be given that such order had actually been made. (2) 
Tbat even if it were.a sewer prior to April, 1895, yet it was not a sewer 
at the date of the notice, because it was then only draining No. 42, West- 
morland-place, and that it was a drain within the definition of drain in 
clause 250, and was therefore repairable by the owner and not by the local 
authority. The condition of things at the time of the should 
be looked at, and it was immaterial that the drain may at one time have 
drained more than one building. The respondent contended that the 
alleged drain was a sewer, and that it had not been proved to be a com- 
bined drain, and that it could not cease to be a sewer and become a drain 
by reason of the disconnection of No. 36, Nile-street under the aforesaid 
circumstances. The magistrate dismissed the summons, holding that the 
alleged drain was a sewer and was therefore vested in and repairable by 
the appellants. The vestry appealed. 

Tur Court (Day and Wu1s, JJ.), dismissed the appeal. 

Day, J.—The magistrate was quite right in his decision. At one time 
the pipe in question took away the drainage of two houses, and such a 
pipe is deemed to beasewer. That being soit was vested in the local 
authority and that authority was bound to keep it in repair. They, how- 
ever, allowed it to get so out of repair that a nuisance arose. They then 
decided to get an order to abate the nuisance. At the instance of the 
sanitary inspector the owner of the house in Nile-street cuts off his 
drainage from that of 42, Westmorland-place, and the vestry thereupon 
say that the pipe, ceasing to drain more than one house, had become a 
drain, and that the respondent was responsible for its maintenance and 

. This cannot be so. In my opinion a pipe once it becomes a sewer 
remains a sewer, I will not say always, but so long as it is used for 
drainage purposes. This sewer did not, in my judgment, at any time 
cease to vest in the parish. 

Wus, J.—I am ofthe same opinion. I think the real question here 
is whether the pipe was a drain so as to make the owner of the house liable, 
and the vesting section is the governing factor in determining this 
question. That section says that all sewers made and to be made within 
the district shall vest in the vestry. Such sewer remains vested in the 
vestry and in order to divest them of it you require express words in the 
Act to change the ownership. There is, however, no such provision. 
Having once been vested in the vestry the sewer remains so vested. 
Therefore the appellants continue responsible for it. Further, I am of 
opinion that there being no evidence as to the date when the drainage of 
these two houses was constructed it is impossible for us to say that there 
is a presumption that the consent of the local authorities was given to such 
construction. Appeal dismissed.—CounszL, Lawson Walton, Q.C., and 
C.E, Allan; G. Rowlatt. So.icrrors, Mansfield Robinson ; Powell & Skues. 


{Reported by E. G. Sr1tuwe.1, Barrister-at-Law. | 


REG. v. WEBB—23rd March. 


Bastanpy—Sgrvice or Summons—Vatipiry— Last Piace or ABopr ’?— 
Pgrson SuMMONED ovT or JuRIsDICTION—BasTaRDyY Laws AMENDMENT 
Aor, 1872 (35 & 36 Vicr. c. 65), s. 4. 


Argument of a rule nisi for a certiorari to bring up an affiliation order 
made by justices against one Hotchkiss. The material facts were as follows : 
On the 3lst of March, 1895, a bastard child was born of which it was 
alleged Hotchkiss was the father; on the 9th of April on the application 
of the mother a summons was issued under the Bastardy Laws Amend- 
ment Act, 1872, and on the 10th of April this summons was left at the 
house where Hotchkiss had lived up to the 3rdof April. On the last- 
mentioned day Hotchkiss left this house with the intention of proceeding 
to America, where he afterwards arrived, but at what date did not appear. 
At the hearing of the summons Hotchkiss did not appear, and the justices, 
after evidence had been given as to the service of the summons in the 
manner described and as to the paternity of the child, made the order 
complained of. Section 4 of the Bastardy Laws Amendment Act, 1872, 
provides that ‘‘on the appearance of the person summoned, or on proof 
that the summons was duly served on such person or left at his last place 
of abode six days at least before the petty sessions,” the justices shall 
hear the evidence, &c. The rule nisi was obtained on the ground that the 
justices had no jurisdiction to make the order because the summons was 
hot duly served in accordance with the above section, and that when the 
summons was issued and alleged to have been served the defendant’s place 
of abode was in America and the order was made in his absence and 
Without notice to him and without his knowledge thereof or of the sum- 
mons. Reg. v. Damarell (L. BR. 3 Q, B. 50), Reg. v. Farmer (40 W. B. 228; 





1892, nF B. 637), Berkley v. Thompson (33 W. R. 525; 10 App. Cas, 45), 
were ‘ 

Lawrancz, J.—I am of opinion that this rule must be discharged. The 
whole — arises under section 4 of the Bastardy Laws dment 
Act, 1872. The facts are that the defendant was at his father’s 
house, near the place where the mother of the child lived, until a short 
time before the summons was taken out. According to the evidence of his 
mother he left bis home on the 3rd of April, and the summons was served 
on the 10th of April at his father’s house as being his last place of abode. 
It is said that at that date he was living in America, but there is 
no evidence that he had then a fixed place of abode in America, and 
his letter of the 10th of May shews that he had no such abode, 
but was wandering from to place. The question is whether his 
father’s house was, at the date when the summons was served, his last 
place of abode. I think that Reg. v. Farmer is conclusive on the 
point. In that case the court considered whether the man had a place of 
abode in America, and they came to the conclusion that he had, and Lord 
Esher, M.R., expresses the opinion that it makes no difference that the 
ane of abode is ab ‘* where the man is not merely wandering about 

ut has got a fixed place of abode.”” Here the evidence is strong that the 
defendant had no fixed place of abode in Amorica. As to the point men- 
tioned by Lord Selborne in Berkley v. Thompson, it is sufficient to say that 
the remarks which have been referred to were not necessary for the deci- 
sion of the question with which the court were ; and if it were a 
point it would make nine-tenths of the judgments in Reg. v. Farmer 
wholly irrelevant. 

Co.uins, J., after expressing the opinion that there was no evidence 
that the applicant had acquired a cee of abode in America, said :— 
Another point was taken which, if it were a good point, would render the 
consideration of the applicant’s place of abode in America irrelevant. 
This was founded on the dictum of Lord Selborne in Berkley v. Thompson, 
that this Act ‘‘ proceeds upon the footing that the presence of the putative 
father in England is necessary for the jurisdiction to attach,’’ with which 
dictum Kay, L.J., expresses his agreementin Reg. v. Farmer. But it seems 
to me that in section 4 we have an absolute provision enab! service of 
the summons to be effected by leaving it at the last place of a of the 
person summoned, entirely irrespective of where that person is. The 

rovisions in section 5 as to the ott fone applications after the return to 

ngland of a putative father, who left land after the birth of the child, 
do not seem to me to be inconsistent with the specific enactment as to 
service in section 4. But I also think that this point is really decided by 
Reg. v. Farmer when the ratio decidendi in that case is co . Lord 
Esher, M.R., says: ‘‘ We have to consider whether he had, at the time 
the summons was served, a place of er = America. If he went there 
with the intention of returning, or for the mere purpose of avoiding 
service, I should say he had no oe of abode in America. In such a case 
it would be true to say that his lace of abode was his father’s house.”’ 
I think it is clearly to be inferred that the Master of the Rolls thought 
that the summons would have been properly served in that case, although 
the man had gone out of the jurisdiction, if he had not acquired a place of 
abode in the foreign country. The question in Berkley v. Thompson was 
whether personal service in Scotland was good, and the dictum of Lord 
Selborne must be taken as relating to that case only. Then Lopes, L.J., 
in Reg. v. Farmer, says that the case would have been different if the man 
had gone away merely to avoid service; that assumes and decides that 
service at the last place of abode may be good, although the m sum- 
moned was out of the jurisdiction. I am therefore of opinion that the 
dictum of Lord Selborne does not warrant us in deciding in favour of the 
applicant in this case. Rule discharged.—CounseL, Willes Chitty ; Colam; 
Ernest Pollock. So.tcrrors, Roweliffes, for King ¢ Son, Stourbridge ; Wain- 
wright § Baillie ; Charles Robinson § Co. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Diu, Barrister-at-Law.] 


RICHMOND HILL STEAMSHIP CO. (LIM.) v. THE CORPORATION OF 
THE TRINITY HOUSE—24th March. 


Sure—Licut Durs—Tonnace—Goops Carrrep as Deck Oarco—Carrie 
—MEAsUREMENT oF Space occurrep By CaTTLE—Mercuant Surprine 
Acts, 1854 (17 & 18 Vicr. c. 104), s. 29; 1876 (39 & 40 Vicr. c. 80), s. 
23 ; 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 60), ss. 85, 86, 724. 

Action brought for the return of light dues alleged to have been 
improperly charged by the defendants and paid by the plaintiffs under 
protest. The eS Hili, the property of the plaintiffs, 
arrived in the port of London carrying in pens on the deck seventeen 
horses and 350 head of cattle. In pursuance of the Merchant Shipping 
and other Acts a surveyor of customs boarded the ship for the purpose of 
ascertaining the tonnage under section 23 of the Merchant 8 ipping Act, 
1876, upon which light dues were chargeable. The surveyor, in accord- 
ance with instructions issued by the Board of Trade, measured along the 
deck the floor or deck space covered by the horses, cattle, and cattle-pens 
at its greatest length, and the greatest breadth of the floor or deck space 
covered by the horses, cattle, and cattle-pens. He then measured the 
height from the floor to the top of the covering of the pens and multiplied 
together the greatest length, breadth, and height so taken, and divided 
the product by 100, and so ascertained the tonnage to be added to the 

tered tonnage under section 23 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1876. 

the measurements were outside measurements. The defendants, as 

collectors of light dues, demanded from the plainsiffs the sum of 

£3 16s. 6d. for light dues in respect of the tonnage so ascertained, and the 

plaintiffs paid that sum under . The questions 
the court were, first, whether the defendants were enti! 

plaintiffs with any light dues in 

pens so carried on the deck of the 
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be of opinion that the defendants were so entitled, secondly, whether the 
defendants had employed the right system of measurement in 
the amount of such dues. Section 23 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1876, 
which is reproduced by section 85 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, 
wides that “‘if any ship . . . carries as deck cargo—that is to say, 
any uncovered space upon deck or in any covered space not included in 
the cubical contents forming the ship’s registered tonnage—timber stores 
or other goods, all dues payable on the ship’s tonnage shall be payable as 
if there were added to the ship’s registered tonnage the tonnage of the 
peg occupied by such goods at the time at which such dues become er 
le. The space so occupied shall be deemed to be the space limited by 
the area occupied by the goods and by straight lines inclosing a rectangular 
£ sufficient to include the goods.”’ City of Dublin Steam Packet Co. v. 
mpson (14 W.R. 376, L. R. 1 C. P. 355), Reg. v. Slade (37 W. R. 141, 
21 Q. B. D. 433), and Bartholomew v. Freeman (26 W. R. 743, 3 0. P. D. 
316), were cited. 

Lord Russett or Kittowen, ©.J.—The first question is whether the 
defendants were entitled to charge any light dues at all in respect of 
these horses, cattle, and cattle-pens. I think the answer is to be found 
in section 23 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1876. It may be taken for 
granted that the motive of the Legislature in passing that section was 
that it should apply to deck cargo where that cargo is a wood cargo. 
But that does not dispose of the question. Whatever the motive of the 
Legislature was we have to consider whether the language of the section 
is apt to meet the circumstances of this case. Upon a new state of things 

after this statute was passed the Legislature might have met that 

by a new enactment orif the language of the existing statute, although 
passed alio intuitu, applied to the new state of things new legislation would 
not be necessary. [His lordship read section 23 and continued :—]' In 
this case it is undoubted that there was a covered space on deck which 
was not included in the cubical contents forming the registered tonnage, 
and that cattle and horses were stored there. Where they “ goods’”’ with- 
in the meaning of this section? I see no reason why they were not. I 
think the language of the section is apt to meet the circumstances, and I 
come to the conclusion that these were goods, and as they were stored in a 
space not included in the registered tonnage that space must be taken into 
co! tion in calculating the tonnage ‘n respect of which the dues are 
payable. On the first question, therefore, I decide that the defendants 
were entitled to charge light dues in respect of these cattle, horses, and 
pee. The second question is, On what principle the messurement is to 
made? It was made according to the instructions of the Board of Trade 

by taking the length, height, and width of the sheds multiplied together 


and divided by 100 as the cubical contents to be added to the registered | Sat 


tonnage, outside measurements being taken in each case. In my judg- 
ment the principle is wrong in two respects. No doubt under section 29 
of the Merchant. Shipping Act, 1854, the Commissioners of Customs have 
power to modify or alter the tonnage rules prescribed by that Act for the 
effectual carrying out of the principle of admeasurement therein adopted, 
but it is admitted that if a statute lays down a definite principle on which 
measurements are to be made no rules which would gainsay that principle 
can be made under general powers to make rules as to measurement. I 
think there is such a definite principle laid down in section 23 of the 
Merchant Shipping Act, 1876. Under that section the tonnage ts be 
added to the registered tonnage is the tonnage of the space occupied by 
the goods at the time at which the dues became payable. 
It is not intended that the whole cubical contents of any erection for cattle 
which may be on the deck should be added. Supposing there were a 
covered ship capable of holding a hundred head of cattle, but, owing to 
disease or other causes, fifty head had been jettisoned before the dues 
became payable, the space to be added to the tonnage would not be cal- 
culated according to the measurements of the whole ship but according to 
the space actually occupied by the cattle at the time the dues are pay- 
able. Again, I think thatthe space left above the cattle beyond what is 
wanted forthe free movement of the cattle must not be included, the 
space must not be measured in the same way whether the goods are 
horses, cattle, sheep, or pigs, and uniform outside measurements of the 
sheds taken. Thatis a wrong principle; the space taken must be the 
space actually occupied by the goods when the light dues are payable. If 
horses and cattle are taken together the surveyor may draw a line parallel 
to the deck at the highest point reached by any of tho animals and the 
= between that line and the deck will be the space to be added. I 
therefore give judgment for the plaintiffs for £1 and costs.—CounszL, 
Lawson Walton, Q.0., and Holman; Bucknill, Q.C., and B. Aspinall. 
Soricitors, Downing, Holman, § Co.; Sandilands § Co. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Dit1, Barrister-at-Law. | 


COOPER v. PEARSE—24th and 25th March. 


A.toruent—Corrace Ganpen—Hotpme Usep ny Srepsman ror TRADE 
Punposss—ComPensaTION—ALLOTMENTS AND Corracr Garprens ComPEN- 
SATION YoR Crops Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vicr. c. 26), ss. 4 ann 5. 


This was an appeal on a case stated from the justices for the Borough 
of Bedford. Ata petty sessions held at Bedford on the 6th of May, 1895, 
an application was made by G. Cooper (the appellant) against Mary Pearse 
oo respondent) under the provisions of the ‘* Allotments and Cottage 

Com: tion for Crops Act,’’ 1887 (50 & 51 Vict. c. 26), for the 
appointment of an arbitrator in respect of a claim which had been made 
by the a; t for compensation in respect of crops growing upon land 


which he held of the respondent as tenant, the tenancy of which expired 
on the 25th of March, 1895, and for labour expended upon and for manure 
applied to the holding since the taking of the last crop therefrom. The 

ing on business in the Borough of 


being less than one acre in extent, of which the respondent was the owner, 
The tenancy expired by notice to quit on that date. In the agreement 
between the parties the land let by the respondent to the appellant was 
described as ‘* garden land,’’ and the tenancy was stated to be “ 
half year to half year commencing on the 29th of September, 1893.”” The 
land was occupied by the appellant asa garden. Ait the expiration of the 
tenancy there was a quantity of flower roots, vegetables, and bulbs upon the 
ground. Since taking the last crop the appellant had expended certain 
manure and labour on the land. The claim was for £159 2s, 94, 
and the shewed that the crops consisted principally of 
narcissus bulbs, crocus bulbs, and some vegetables. The bulbs werg 
grown by the appellant for sale. They were put in in the autumn of 
1893, and seal not be fit to take up until July, 1895. The magistrates 
refused the application. They held that the holding was not an allotment 
within the of the Act, on the ground that the definition of an 
allotment in section 4.of the Act provides that the holding must be 
cultivated as a m, or as & farm, or partly as a garden and partly asa 
farm, and that a ‘‘ cottage garden’ was defined as an allotment attached 
to a cottage; also on the ground that Cooper was a seedsman, and that the 
holding was occupied by him for the purposes of his business, and not asq 
garden in its ordinary acceptation, nor as a farm. The magistrates 
further held that the bulbs for which compensation was claimed were not 
crops in the ordinary course of cultivation, on the ground that they were 
not an ordinary crop grown in the neighbourhood. The questions for the 
opinion of the court were (1) Was the holding in law a holding within the 
Act of 1887? (2) Could the bulbs claimed for be held in law under 
the circumstances to be crops growing on the holding in the ordinary 
course of cultivation within the meaning of section 5 of the said Act. 
By section 5 of the Allotments and Cottage Gardens Oompensation for 
Crops Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vict. c. 26), it is provided that: ‘‘ Upon the 
determination of the tenancy of a holding after the commencement of this 
Act the tenant shall be entitled, notwithstanding any agreement to the 
contrary to obtain from the landlord compensation in money for the 
following matters and things, that is to say (¢) For crops, including fruit, 
growing upon the holding in the ordinary course of cultivation, and for 
fruit trees and fruit bushes growing thereon, which have been planted by 
the tenant with the previous consent in writing of the landlord.”’ By 
section 4 ‘‘ allotment” is defined as m ‘‘any parcel of land of not 
more than two acres in extent held by a tenant under a landlord, and 
cultivated as a garden or as a farm, or partly as a garden and partly as a 
farm.” ‘‘ Cottage garden ’’ is defined as meaning ‘* an allotment attached 
to a cottage,’”’ and ‘‘holding’’ as meaning ‘‘an allotment or cottage 
en.”’ For the appellant it was contended that this land was an allot- 
ment within the meaning of the Act, and that the bulbs were crops grown 
in the ordinary course of cultivation within the meaning of section 5. For 
the respondent it was contended that this was not a garden within the 
Act. A ‘‘ cottage garden”’ is a garden used by a cottager for his personal 
use and not as a nursery garden. 

Tue Court (Lawrance and Co..is, JJ.), in dismissing the appeal, were 
of opinion that the land in question was not an allotment within the Act. 
The appellant was a seedsman, and did not cultivate his plot of land in 
the ordinary sense of a garden. A garden is a place where flowers or fruit 
are grown for food or pleasure. The appellant did not occupy the plot 
for that p , but as a place of business. Therefore, this was not an 
allotment within the meaning of the Act. Having thus decided the first 
question raised by the case, it was not necessary for them to decide the 
second question as to whether the bulbs were a crop growing upon the 
holding within the meaning of the Act. Appeal dismissed.—Covnsm, 
W. Mackenzie; Reginald Brown. Sotscrrors, Crossman § Prichard, for 
Sharman § Trethewy, Bedford ; Maples,: Teesdale, § Co. 


(Reported by E. G. Stiziwext, Barrister-at-Law. } 


REG. v. SODEN. Ex parte KELLY—24th March. 


PARLIAMENTARY ELECTION—REGISTRATION—ADJUDICATION UPON CLAIMS AND 
Onsgcrions—C.osinc THE Lists—6 Vicr. c. 18, s. 41. 


In this case a rule nisi was obtained from the judge in chambers in the 
last Long Vacation, calling upon the Revising Barrister for Leeds to show 
cause why & mandamus should not issue to him to hear and determine an 
y nage by John Kelly to be placed on the list of Parliamentary 
electors and the burges3 lista for the city or Leeds, or to state a ease. 
The revising barrister had filed an affidavit in which he stated that im 
accordance with what had been his practice since 1887, and after notice 
given he held his court at the Town 1, Leeds, on the 16th and 17th of 
September, 1895, for the purpose of hearing claims and objections. 
Shortly after 8 p.m. on the 17th of September, having been informed by the 
agente of the respective parties, and having satisfied himself from enquiries 
made by him in open court that there were no more claimants or persons 
objected to present, he declared in open court in accordance with notice 
previously given that the East Leeds lists were closed. On the following 
day, the 18th, the revising barrister sat for the purpose of doing the 
clerical work of revision, which consisted of making numerous alterations 
and corrections, striking out claimants who had not appeared or otherwise 
established their claims, over and initialling alterations, and 
done the applicant appeared 


evening, and he also to state a special case. The applicant 
not attended the court on the 16th or the 17th. 6 Viot. c. 18, s. 4h 

shall ‘‘ upon the hearing in open 
pon the validity of claims and objections. 
Tue Oourr (Lawnance and Coxiis, JJ.) discharged the rule. 





omy was a seed merchant 
, 8nd up to the 25th of March, 1895, was tenant of some land, 
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+ was that until a person’s name had been struck off the list of 
ts he had a right to appear, and be heard in su of his claim. 
The question really was whether a revising barrister power to arrange 
how the business should be conducted in his own court. In this case the 
revising barrister had given notice that the lists would be closed on the 
17th of September. After the lists bad been closed on that day the appli- 
cant had no right to insist upon his claim being heard on the next day, 
when the lists were being initialled. 
Cottins, J., concu —The revising barrister by declaring the lists 
closed on the 17th had adjudicated on all the claims, and had finally 
decided against all persons who did not then come forward in support of 
their claims. After the barrister had declared his decision by closing the 
court, no one had a right to be heard, although the purely formal and 
derical work of recording the decisions remained to be done the next day. 
Rule discharged.—Oounszi, W. Graham; Mattinson, Q.C., and Sylvain 
Moyer. Sourcrrors, Hickin Smith § Capel Cure ; A. Scott Lawson, for Walter 
¢ 8. H. Foster, Leeds. 
{Reported by F. O. Rosinsox, Barrister-at-Law. } 








Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re J. J. BERRIMAN (an Unqualified Person)—Q. B, D., 25th March. 


Soucrrors Acrs, 1843 (6 & 7 Vicr. c. 73) s. 2, anp 1870 (23 & 24 Vicr. 
c, 127), s. 26—Unquatiriep Pzrson Actinc 1n Contentious Busmvgss 
—ATTACHMENT. 
Application for a writ of attachment against J. J. Berriman for con- 

tempt of court in acting as a solicitor in contentious business although 

not qualified so to act. In 1895 an action of Simeon v. Coker was com- 
menced in the Queen’s Bench Division. A notice of appearance by the 
defendant was left at the plaintiff’s office by the respondent, together 
with a notice to produce a document, and both notices were stated to bein 
the handwriting of the respondent, except that they were signed by the 
defendant. The respondent also inspected the document on behalf of the 
defendant. The respondent afterwards requested the plaintiff to agree to 

the adjournment of a summons which he had taken out under order 14, 

and an affidavit of the defendant used op the hearing of the summons was 

in the handwriting of the respondent. The respondent also appeared at 

the hearing of the summons and argued on behalf of the defendant. A 

summons to stay proceedings in the action was also in the handwriting of 

the respondent except the signature by the defendant: on the hearing 
and adjourned hearing of this summons the respondent appeared for. the 
defendant and addressed the master, and on an appeal to the judge in 
chambers he again appeared. On the hearing of the appeal the plaintiff 
objected that the respondent was not a solicitor, and the respondent 
stated to the effect that this had now been put right, as he had made 
arrangements with a solicitor. Throughout the action the defendant 
never appeared personally, and the only person with whom the plaintiff 
bad to deal was the respondent. 

Tue Court (Day and Wricurt, JJ.) ordered that a writ of attachment 


should issue. —CovunsrL, Hollams. Souicrror, EZ. W. Williamson. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Drxt, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS, 
25 March—Hensuatt Ferepay (late of Old Broad-street and Chancery- 
lane, London, and practising at Worthing). 
SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE SUSPENDED FOR TWO YEARS. 
25 March—Atrrep Epwarp Venn (formerly practising at Lewes, Sussex). 








LAW SOCIETIES, 
THE SELDEN SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting of the members of the Selden Society was 
held on Wednesday. The ehair was taken by the president, Lord 
Herschell. 

The Presmpenr moved the adoption of the report and statement of 
accounts, and the re-election of Mr. Justice Bruce, Sir H. W. Elphin- 
stone, Mr. A. M. Channell, Q.C., Mr. Ingle Joyce, and Mr. B. G. e, 
the retiring members of the council.. He thought they had good reason 
to congratulate themselves on the work done by the society in the contri- 
butions which it had made to the history of English law by the publica- 
tion of many valuable works, being records hitherto unpublished or works 
hot easily accessible. After referring to the works published by the society 
during the year, he said that the next volume was in course of preparation, 
and it was anticipated that it would be published in the course of the 
year. He felt sure they were all conscious of how much they owed to the 
gentlemen who had displayed such singular ace Ma the preparation of 
the works published by the society. The number of on. say of the 
fociety was not very large, amounting at the present time to 223. The most 
ttnking fact about the numbers was the large proportion which members 
outside this country bore to the total membership. There were 174 in this 
country and 49 were resident in other countries, chiefly in the United States, 
where the activity and zeal of Mr. Hale, who was treasurer and secre 
in America, had largely led to the accession of members to the ; 
He could not help thinking that they ought not to have reached the 
Maximum of subscribers to the society in the United Kingdom. He 


interested in judicial subjects and in the history of the law. He 
trusted that in future years they would have reason to rejoice, not only 
that the high standard which had been exhibited in the works already 


published had been maintained, but also that there was an accession to 
the number of members. He had great pleasure in moving the reso- 
lution. 

Mr. Justice Romsn seconded the resolution, which was unanimously 
adopted. 

Mr. Rensuaw, Q.C., moveda vote of thanks to Professor Maitland, the 
literary director, tothe honorary treasurer, Mr. F. K. Munton, and te the 
honorary secretary, Mr. B. F. Lock, and mentioned the unsparing labours 
given by Mr. Munton in putting the society on a firm financial basis. 

The resolution was adopted. 

Lord Justice Linptzy then moved a vote of thanks to the president. 

The resolution was carried by acclamation, and 

Lord Herscusgxt, in reply, said it was a matter of much satisfaction to 
be president of a socie whose work he took so great an interest, and 
which he believed was do’ so much to help on the study and knowledge 
of the history of the English law. 





INSURANCE COMPANIES. 


The report of the Law Union and Crown Fire and Life Insurance 
Company for 1895 states that life policies have been issued, assuring 
£950,896, and yielding in premiums £34,941. The net new business 
retained was £912,996, which exceeds that of any previous year. The 
total income was £448,189, an increase of £19,637, and the total outgo 
£388,145. The life fund now stands at £3,264,285, being £60,044 more 
than at December 31, 1894. The claims by death and under endowment 
insurances were 398 in number, and amounted to £211,877. The rate of 
interest actually earned on the life funds, was £4 3s. percent. In the fire 
department the premium income, after deducting re-insurances, was 
£70,014, and the losses £23,066, or 32°9 per cent. of the premium income. 
The total funds at the end of the year amounted to £3,877,439. A 
dividend has been declared of 5s. 6d. per share, being 45 pér cent. on the 
paid-up capital. 

The report of the English and Scottish Law Life Assurance Association 
for 1895 states that the number of policies issued was 1,233, assuring 
£723,230; of this £46,750 was re-assured, leaving £676,480. The 

new premiums amounted ‘to £25,076, of which £2,141 consisted of p aos 
premiums, and of the annual premiums £1,585 was paid in respect of 
reassurances. The total net premium income amounted to £195,363, and 
exceeded that of 1894 by £13,090. Claims by death arose under 227 
policies, and reached, after deduction of re-assuraaces but including bonus 
additions, a total of £157,747, and the endowments matured were £7,675. 
The total funds have increased during 1895 by £98,961, and the interest 
earned was £81,482, being at an average rate of £3 18s. 2d. per cent. 


At the meeting of the London Guarantee and Accident Company, 
(Limited), held on the 24th inst., Mr. John Pares Bickersteth in the 
chair, the directors reported that the premium income for 1895, less bonus 
and rebates to assured and re-assurances, was £162,727 183. 2d. and the 
interest on investments, £8,707 4s. 2d. The reserve fund amounted to 
£92,000, and the balance of revenue account to £94,287 18s.6d. The 
invested assets on 3lst December, 1895, were £258,267 16s. 9d. The 
dividend declared was 5 per cent. on the preference shares, and on the 
shares four shillings per share (making with the interim dividend 
six shillings per share for the year), free of income tax, anda bonus of 
two shillings per share, also free of income tax. The retiring directors and 
the auditors were re-elected, and votes of thanks to the directors and to 
the chairman were passed. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupgnts’ Desatine Soctery.—March 24—Chairman: Mr. J. 8. 
Wilkinson.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the case of Ellesmere 
Brewery Co. v. Cooper (1896, 1 Q. B. 75) was wrongly decided.” Mr. E. A. 
Alexander opened in the affirmative, Mr. Herbert Smith seconded in the 
affirmative ; Mr. Walter S. Henderson opened in the negative, Mr. A. W. 
Watson seconded in the negative. The following members also spoke :— 
Messrs. A. Simon, A. Dickson, A. M. White, W. A. Jolly, F. G. Jones, 
Neville Tebbutt, A. E. Clarke, R. Blagden. The motion was lost by five 
votes. 


Lzeps Law Srepznts’ Socrery.—March 16.—Mr. E. Clifford Bow! 

in the chair.—Mr. R. A. Shepherd, M.A., B.C.L. (Barrister-at-Law 
delivered the third and last of a series of lectures on the law of Lan 

and Tenant. He BR por out the various ways in which the tenancy 
might be determined, and the landlord regain ion of the premises. 
He also dealt with the landlord’s right of distress, and the tenant’s right 
of ae under the Agricultural Holdings and other Acts. Upon 
the motion of the chairman, seconded by Mr. A. P. Williamson, a vote of 
thanks was unanimously accorded to the Iécturer. A similar compliment 
wae pt Sp Se eaten eee the motion of Mr. Shepherd, seconded by 
Mr. Thos. Thornton. 


March ray ne in the chair.—The subject — ightly 
was: ‘* Was case of Sanguinetti v. Stuckey’s Banking Co. 
decided?”” Mr. H banat coenel in tee’ ungeaive, ena Dae’ Wr 
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Messrs. Whittin , Hutley, Heigham, Hepton, Bowling, W. R. Wilson, 
and Jackson. The voting being equal, the chairman gave his casting vote 
in favour of the affirmative. 


Mancnester Law Srupents’ Socrety.—Feb. 25—Sir J. F. Leese, Q.C., 
M.P., Recorder of Manchester, in the chair.—There was a large at- 
tendance of members. After the preliminary business a debate was 
opened on the following lines: By an indenture dated January 1, 
1895, A. conveyed land to B. in fee, subject to the payment of an 
annual rent-charge thereby reserved to A. and his heirs. The convey- 
ance contained a power of entry if the rent was at any time thereafter 
unpaid for forty days after becoming due. The rent being now in arrear 
more than forty days, A. enters on the land. Is such entry lawful? 
Mr. Cyril Atkinson spoke in the affirmative, and Mr. E. C. Pearson in the 
negative. The following gentlemen took part in the debate: Messrs. 
F. W. Watson, E. H. Coombs, H. D. Judson, J. D. Pennington, W. A. 
Wilkinson, F. Preston, and L. Bottomley for the affirmative ; and Messrs. 
F. 8. Oppenheim, P. Hibbert, E. A. W. Wragg, and Z. M. Lord for the 
negative. Sir Joseph Leese summed up strongly in favour of the affirma- 
tive, stating that the cases had only dealt with restrictive covenants, and 
that, in his opinion, a proviso for entry on non-payment of rent could 
not offend against the rule against perpetuities. The meeting thereupon 
decided in favour of the affirmative by a majority of sixteen. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


We regret to announce the death of Jupcz Hucuss, QO., which 
occurred at brighton on Sunday, from congestion of the lungs. He was 
the second son of Mr. John Hughes, of Donnington Priory, near New- 
bury, Berkshire, and was educated at Rugby and Oriel College, Oxford, 
where he graduated B.A. in 1845. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s 
Inn in January, 1848, and was elected one of the members for Lambeth, 
which he represented from 1865 to 1868, when he was returned for the 
borough of Frome, for which he continued to sit till January, 1874. In 
1869 he was appointed a Queen’s Counsel, and in 1882 was appointed a 
county court judge. At his death he was judge of Circuit No. 9. He was, 
of course, best known as the author of ‘* Tom Brown’s School Days.” 


The death is announced of Mr. Wiit1am Rosert Wake, Registrar of the 
Sheffield County Court and District Registrar of the High Court. Mr. 
Wake was the fifth son of Mr. William Wake, of Sheffield. He was 
admitted in 1875. 


GENERAL. 


It is stated that Mr. Bushby, the senior magistrate of the Worship- 
street Police Court, has resigned. 


It is stated that the vacant county court judgeships of Cheshire and 
— have been offered to Mr. 8. D. Waddy, Q.0., and Mr. Percy 
ye. 


It is stated that Lord Rutherford Clark, whose resignation of the judge- 
ship of the Court of Session has been accepted by the Queen, has been on 
leave of absence for six months suffering from an affection of the throat. 


On the 24th inst. Henry Robert Elton, solicitor, who was found guilty 
on the 10th of February of fraud and conspiracy to defraud was sentenced 
to nine months’ hard labour, the sentence dating from the 3rd of February, 
the first day of the sessions at which he was found guilty. 


On Friday evening in last week Sir Courtenay Ilbert read a paper on 
“The Application of European Law to Natives of India,” in Lincoln’s-inn 
Old Hall, before the Society of Comparative Legislation, Lord Davey 
presiding. 


The St. James’s Gazette says that of the kindliness of disposition of the 
late Mr. Thomas Hughes, a tale was told by the late Lord Justice Bowen 
on his elevation to the bench. Reviewing his own career, the judge 
related that at one time he was so impecunious a youug barrister that he 
went to Mr. Hughes to ask his advice as to which colony he should 
emigrate to, and Tom Hughes really kept him in England and laid the 
foundation of his fortunes by insisting that he should accept the loan of 
£100 and give the bar a longer trial. 


The following are the commission days fixed by the judges for holding 
the ensuing spring assizes, viz. :—Northern Circuit (Mr. Justice Grantham 
and Mr. Justice Collins). Mr. Justice Grantham will open the commis- 
sion at Manchester on Saturday, the 11th of April, and at Liverpool on 
Saturday, the 18th of April, civil business only being taken. On Satur- 
day, the 25th of April, both judges will go to Manchester, and on 
Wednesday, the 6th of May, to Liverpool, when civil and criminal cases 
will be tried at both places. North-Eastern Circuit (Mr. Justice Wright). 
—Leeds, Wednesday, the 6th of May, where prisoners only will be tried. 
The above three towns are the only places at which assizes will be held 
during the spring circuits. 

On the 23rd inst. in the House of Commons, Mr. Butcher asked the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer whether he was aware that the authorities at 

House were refusing to make any abatement or deduction from 
estate duty payable in respect of eared upon which, under the practice 
of compou: legacy duty at the rate of 1 per cent. had y been 





levied, although such legacy duty would not now, by virtue of section 1 of 
the Finance Act, 1894, be payable; whether he would give directions to . 





the authorities at Somerset House, or introduce a Bill, with the object of 
allowing or legalizing such abatement; and whether he would provide 
that such directions or legislation should have a retrospective effect. The 
Chancellor of the Exchequer said: I am considering whether it will hg 
possible to deal with the subject of the hon. member’s complaint in the 
Finance Bill for the present year; but there is no precedent for gi 
retrospective effect to remissions of taxation, and to do so would be to 
introduce a new principle, which would be wholly impossible of genera} 
application. 


An interesting disquisition on the histury and practice of auction gales 
was, says the Daily Telegraph, given on Tuesday by Mr. James F. Field to 
the members of the Auctioneer’s Institute. He pointed out that the 
profession was one of the oldest in the world, for a description of wife. 
auctions was given by Herodotus. The system appeared to have been the 
very reverse of the way in which moderns dispose of valuable chattels, 
The fairest were first put up and knocked down to the highest bidder; 
then the next in order of comeliness, and so on to the damsels who were 
equi-distant between beauty and plainness, while those destitute of 
attractions were given away gratis. The word “ auction”’ was acclim. 
atised in England about the beginning of the eighteenth century, and 
since that time many forms of conducting sales had been used ; sometimes 
by sandglass, sometimes by burning an inch of candle, the highest bidder 
before the flame expired being the purchaser, and now by the hammer, 
The methods of bidding have been and are still equally singular. One 
gentleman, well known to many an auction hall, seldom enters completely 
a sale-room, but, leaning round the door jamb, signifies his desire to 
acquire a bargain by a wink which is certainly unmistakable. Others 
open their mouths silently and give signs of apoplexy most alarming to 
behold, others smile, frown, or tremble, and indeed the methods of some 
are perplexing; others simply cry ‘‘ Yes.’’ A nod is, however, the 
common method. The most singular auctioneer of whom Mr. Field ever 
heard was a silent female, who handed a glass of brandy to every bidder, 
and he who got the last glass was the buyer. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reaistaars 1s ATTENDANCE O” 





Date Appzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. No. 2. Currry. Norra. 
Monday, March 30 Mr. Farmer Mr. Ward Mr. Beal 
Tu WF ndeservees 0 Rolt Pemberton Pugh 
Wednesday, April sect Farmer Ward 
UTSABY .....ecc0e0e Rolt Pemberton Pugh 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srreiine. KEKEWIOR. Romer, 
Mr. Jackson Mr. Carrington 
Clowes Lavie 
Jackson Carrington 
Clowes Lavie 





The Easter Vacation will commence on Friday, the 3rd day of April, and terminate om 
Tuesday, the 7th day of April, 1896, both days inclusive. 





WaAkNING TO INTENDING House Purcuasgrs AND Lessgzs.—Before put- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette—Fuipay, March 20. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lourep mv CHANCERY. 
Cricatron Cius, Luatrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 2, to send their names 
and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Edwin Hayes, 107, Cannon st 
Gresuam Investment Co, Limrren—Petn for winding up, presented March 14, directed to 
be heard April 1. Wood & Sons, 16, Eastcheap, solors, petners in person. Notice of 
appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
81 


Norra Leicesrersnire Brewery Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 
1, to their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to James 
Walter Gibson Hill, 9, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham. Blewitt & Co, 35, Wa 
Birmingham ; Ryland & Co, 7, Cannon st, ay pone : 

Norrivauam Boor anv Suok Inpusraiat Society, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on of 
before April 11, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Samuel Patrick Derbyshire, Swann’s bldgs, Wheeler gate, Nottingham 

Peorue’s Caré Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, Presented arch 18, directed to be 
heard on April 1. Moon & Co, 15, Lincoln’s inn fields, solors for petner. Notice of 
appearing must reach the aboyenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

3 


Roserts & Roperrs, Lourep—By an order made by Romer, J., dated March 9, it was 
dered that the tary winding up be continued. Crowders & Vizard, 56, Lincoln's 
inn fields, solors for petners 





Unsuimirep in CHANCERY. 

Sours Frayces Unirep Mines—Credit are ired, on or before April 25, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Thurstan ©. 
Peter, solor for liquidator 

County Pauatine or Lancaster. 
Lowrep ix Onancery. 
Lawspowse Corrox Spanx Co, Limtrzp—Creditors are required, on or before May 1, 
to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to J 
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Brierley, 24, ye 
Wrigley & Co, 0) solors to liquidators 

LonGFIELD Corton Srrsxixe Co, Limirep—Creditors are on or before May 1, to 
send their names and ad and particulars of ae oy sb or claims, to John 
Brierley, 24, Clegg st, Oldham. ‘Wrigley & Co, Oldham, solors to liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
BrassincTon Femaue Faienpiy Sociery, Schoolroom, Brassington, Derby. March 11 


London Gazette—Tuxspay, March 24. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep mv CHANCERY. 


Avexanpra THEATRE ‘AND Opera Hovuse Co, Limrrep (1n Tepempasses) Contes are 
required, on or before April 29, to send their names an particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Dauson Cunningham, Phoenix chbrs, Ganon West, Liver- 
pool. Gibbons & Arkle, Liverpool, solors to liquidator 

Barnstey anp Distriot Licensep Victuar.ers’ Borriixe Co, Limirep—Creditors are 
required, on or before April 27, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Mr William Carr, 27, Regent st, Barnsley. Rideal, Barnsley, 
solor for liquidator 

Biarra Trapine and Commission Co, Lumrrep—Credit i on or before 
Monday, May 4, to send their names and addresses, and Guetheaeen a their debts or 
claims, to Mr William Denton, Westminster chbrs, 3, Crosshall st, atee§ Newman 
& Kent, Liverpool, solors for liquidators 








Biacx Swan Gotp Ming, Limirep (1x ee —Credit i on or before 
Aug 3, to send their names and iculars of ti their abe or claims, to 
John William: Woodthorpe, Leadenhall bidgs, enhall st. Williams & Neville, 
Winchester House, solors to liquidator 

F. Rosner & Co, Limitep—Creditors are on or before May 1, to aes Se a 


required, 
names and addresses, and particulars of f their, debts or pie to John einen, Soses 
House, Basingh: all st. Wilkinson & Co, Bedford st, Covent garden, solors to aiteter 
W. Barter & Co, Lumrep (in Liqurpariox) —Credita rs are required, on or before May 
5, to send their names and addresses, ith full particulars of their debts or 
claims, to John William Woodthorpe, Leadenhall bl 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Broveuton Ivpusratat Co-operative Society, Limrrep, Vale Cottage Lodge, Broughton, 
.. Wrexham, Denbigh. March 18 
Lezx Woorron Co-operative InpusTRIAL AND Provipent Society, Liumrep, Stone 
ttage, Leek Wootton, Warwick. March 18 
Lirttz Parapise Provvorive Society, Limirzp, Folk House, Little Paradise, Bed- 
minster, Bristol March 1 
oe — ORTH ieee ’ Schoolroom, Congregational Church, Sawbridgeworth, 
erts. arch 1 
Srac MutuaL a anp Loay Soorgty, Bald-faced Stag, East Finchley. March 18 
zene Lopez, Oppretiows Frrexpiy Socrery, Feathers Inn, Lydney, Glos. 
reh 
Wivow ayp Orpuans Fonp or rae Leex District or THE ANCIENT ORDER OF FoRESTERS 
Frienpiy Society, Swan Hotel, St Edward st, Leek, Staffs. March 18 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram, 
London Gazette.—Fripvay, March 13. 
Craymer, Gzorce, Hill rd, Wimbledon, Oiland Colourman April8 Knox v Cranmer, 
North, J Howard, Abchurch lane 


Dean, Joun Ricnarp, Strand Aprill1l Dean v Woodard, Kekewich,J Button & Co, 
London and County Bank House, Covent garden 


London Gazette.—Turspay, March 17. 
Drover, Fanny, West Cowes, I.W. April25 Lewis v Drover, Kekewich, J Pittis, 
Newport, I.W. 
Drover, James, Marine Hotel, West Cowes, I.W. —_ sed April 25 Charvet v 
Drover, Kekewich, J Lidiard & Co, Great 
Pizrce, Evan, Denbigh, Doctor of Medicine April 12 is Tinie < bihete Registrar, Liver- 
pool Stone, Liverpool 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, March 13. 
Axep, Avy, Halifax May 16 Killick & Co, Bradford 
AppLEsy, Becmne, Marchmont st, Financial Agent April 1 Barron & Smith, Dar- 
Bapcock, Paneces and Joun Bapcock, St Christopher, West Indies March31 Were & 


Fripp, Plymouth 
Bamrorp, Tuomas, Liverpool April 30 Jackson & Co, Rochdale 


Bawxs, Ex1zaseru, Preston, Lanes, Innkeeper April4 Thompson & Oakey, Preston 
ae, Wass, Hazelwood cres, Upper Westbourne Park, Gent April 11 Parlett, 


gware 
Bunxerr, Wittiam Henny, Hatfield, Hereford April11 Brice, Bridgwater 
Canwatt, Marrua, Whitchurch, Salop, Hotel Proprietress April 13 Etches, Whit- 


Caron, Banrrs Joux Lumiry, Ackworth, Yorks, Esq April 30 Arundal & Sun, Ponte- 
acl 


Cumoors, Jutana Witterr, Epsom, Surrey April14 Baker & Co, Newton Abbot 

Conner, —— Biggleswade, Bedford, Auctioneer April 10 Hooper & Co, Big- 
e 

Chore, evar, Asylum rd, Old Kent rd April 9 Hughes, Effingham House, 

Conn, Gronox Henry, Strood, Kent, Shipwright April 10 Hayward & Smith, Ro- 

t, Bl _ 


ester 
Davies, Exizaneru, St Albans, Herts April30 Haynes & Cl 
Davizs, Groner, Aberdare, Glam, Hosier May1 James & Sons, Merthyr Tydfil 
Densysuier, THomas, Stockport, Stone Mason April15 Sidebotham & Sidebotham, 
Doxy, pe Burton on Trent, Innkeeper April13 J & W J Drewry, Burton upon 
Dory, pons, Burton on Trent, Innkeeper April13 J & W J Drewry, Burton upon 
Eowaxps, Tuomas, Trecynon, Aberdare, Grocer April 21 Jones, Mountain Ash 


Euxo, Janz Payne, Warminster, Wilts April15 Ponting, Warminster 
Evans, Tuomas, Oellan, Cardigan, Shoemeker April 25 Lloyd, Lampeter 





y sq 


st, Oldham, and John Charles Atkins, 17, Queen st, Oldham. 


Fusree, Got Sir De acura KCB, Victoria rd, Kensington April15 Amos, Gt 


Gunes, James, Byker, Newcastle upon Tyne, Millwright May 1 Maughan & Hall, 
ewcastle on Tyne 
Greic, ErizapeTs Henson, Leeds April 30 Earle & Co, Manchester 


Grirrits, James, Plaistow, Essex, Baptist Minister April 13 Smith & Sons, Alders- 
eueln dealt Maza, Bowrd April13 Gellatly & Warton, Lombard ct 

Guperoy, Susaxnau, Bow rd April13 Gellatly & Warton, Lombard ct 

Mose, Assume, Lower Thames st, Insurance Broker April15 Keene & Co, Seething 


e 
Hawes, Caro.ive Manta, Bedford rd, Clapham April14 Rossiter, Coleman st 
Haywoop, James, Teally, Lincoln, Gardener April 25  Frearson, Market Rasen 
—- a High Swinton, Yorks, Farmer May 1 Vallance & Vallance, Essex st, 


tran 
Kestisu, Rosa Janz, Carmarthen March 31 Browne, Carmarthen 
Lasy, James, Gfanville pk, Blackheath, Fish Salesman April 15 Coburn, Leadenhall st 
Leicuroy, Rt Hon Frepericx Baroy, Stretton, Salop, PRA May1 Palmer & Co, Tra- 


falgar sq 
Lesuiz, on Newton Abbot, Devon April14 Baker & Co, Newton Abbot 
Macpowaup, Ayne Exiza, Windsor, Berks April 16 E J & G@ J Braikenridge, Bart- 
lett’s bldgs 
Mansz, Cuartes Henry Grixpoy, Church path, Hornsey Aprilil Calley, Old Ser- 
jeants’ inn 
Marruews, Wii114m, Penzance, Cornwall,Gent Marech31 Trythall & Bodilly, Penzance 


May, Wiiu1am Costar, Lansdowne pl, Guildford, Surgeon May 1 Helder & Co, 
Verulam bldgs, Gray’s inn 
Mears, yaaa Burton on Trent, Solicitor April 25 Mears & Skinner, Burton on 


Aelita Wigan March 31 Wilson, Wigan 

Puruurrs, Even, Portsea, Hants,Grocer April 9 Bolitho, Portsea 
Puriurrs, Henry, Portsea, Hants,Grocer April 9 Bolitho, Portsea 
Pitxinerox, Matruew, Chorley, Lancs, Grocer April 4 Morris, Chorley 
Pirxinerox, Racuart, Chorley, Lancs April4 Morris, Chorley 


Pratt, Freperick Joun Detuivitie, Estate Agent, Portsea, Southampton April 25 
utledge & Redding, Southsea 

Ricuarps, CHarces Cunistorxes, Brighton rd, South Croydon, Gent April 30 Hyde & 
Co, Ely pl, Holborn ’ ~ 


or - Serene ee Beal we ad Regent’s pk, Licensed Victualler April 15 

Sancent, James, Birmingham, Builder April 13 Tyndall & Co, Birmingham 

Smpson, Rev Wiu114m Barnerman, Nottingham May11 Jones & Wells, East Retford 

Spriier, Coaries, Exeter, Innkeeper April10 Jerman & Thomas, Exeter 

Srappoy, Mary, Brampford Speke, Devon April10 Jerman & Thomas, Exeter 

Srannorz, Rev Cuartes Witt1am Spencer, Crowton House, nr Northwich April 13 
A& J E Fletcher, Northwich 


’ 


Srevens, Ricuarp, East Grinstead April 24 Pearless & Sons, East Grinstead 
SwiTHEnsank, Mipeuey, Morecambe, Lancs, Gent April 15 Freeman, Bradford 
Twerppett, Rates Hart, Meopham court, nr Gravesend May 20 Tassell & Son, 


Fav 
Ve..encix, Jouy, Park Hill rise, Croydon April 30 Hughes & Masterman, New Broad 
Vauauan, Joun, Lily terrace, Hammersmith rd April10 E& J Mote, South sq, Gray’s 
inn 
Witxiyson, Rosert, Middlesbrough, Yorks, Builder May 1 Robson, Middlesbrough 
Wiyrersvuen, Arice, Borgerhout, Belgium April14 Lake, Runcorn 
Wirurrs, James, Wootton St Lawrence, Hants, Gent April1l Brown & Brown, Deal 


Wirrox, Acres Anyz, Derby April 39 Powell, Derby 


Woopwakrp, Cuaruzs, Fairlawn grove, Chiswick April 18 
inn fields 


Hensman & Co, Lincoln’s 


London Gazette.—Tusspay, March 17. 

AvexaypeR, Exizasera, Bayswater April 30 Irvine & Borrowman, Hart st, Mark lane 
Arnoup, Coarues, Worthing April17 Hughes & Son, Bedford st, Covent garden « 
Booxer, Joun, Redditch, Commercial Traveller April 21 Browning, Redditch 
Broxexsrow, James, Bristol, Fishmonger May 4 Tarr & Arkell, Bristol 

Byram, Joserx, Huddersfield, Ironmonger April 17 Foster Brook, Huddersfield 
Cappy, Aeyrs, Ulverston, Lancs April18 Butler & Sons, Dalton in Furness 

Cartes, Mary, Somerset April17 Nalder, Shepton Mallet 

Cosswara, Frepericx, Leytonstone April 30 Digby & Liddle, Circus pl, Finsbury 


Gueennava, Tuomas Ricuarpson, Chester, Gent Aprilil Barker & Rogerson, Chester 
Davis, Jaye Youna, Old Shirley, Southampton April 30 Emanuel, Southampton 
Ducke, Anna, Fulda, Prussia April15 Goldberg & Co, West st, Finsbury circus 
Enger, Rosert Paruurrsox, Hetton le Hole, Durham, Surgeon April1S Mawson, 


Epmonpson, Txomas, Islington, Esq April 22 Voss, Bethnal Green rd 
eee The Hon James Israxv, Saxon Hall, Palace Court, Bayswater April 21 Rad- 


cliffe & ring Cross 
Haron, The Rev Henry Jous, Little Linford, Bucks Aprilé WB & W R Bull, New- 


rt ~~ 
itendenea, ENRY, Silkestone, York, Farmer April 18. Smith & Co, Sheffield 
Huuae, James, Preston, Compositor Aprili14 Bramwell, Preston 
Hurrrecp, Snax, Spencer st, Clerkenwell April20 Ruck, Craven st, Charing Cross 
Kissie, Cartes, Wedderburn rd, Hampstead April 30 Fladgate & Co, Craig’s court, 
Masrers, Carouivs, Somerset April17 Nalder, Shepton Mallet 
Msaqeen, Foes Baran, Godalming, Surrey, Solicitor Aprili Honey & Mellersh, St 
’s 
Mendon’ Tuomas, Trecynon, Aberdare, Cattle Dealer May 13 Linton & Kenshole, 
Aberdare 


Norman, Exizasers, Seaton, Devon April 24 Sturge, Bristol 
Parxiysox, Mary Ayn, York, April 30 Wake & Sons, Sheffield 
Prrearay, J Marlborough hill, St John’s Wood, Gent April 18 Gale Crowdy, 





Foorsn, Eowanp Anruus, Leeds May 1 Middleton & Sons, Leeds ! 





Pows1, FREDERICK, 


Solicitor March 30 Powell & Co, Knaresbrough 
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Prars, @ ee Wandsworth, Clerk April 17 Hughes & Sons, | Hauumway, Hakoxp, Regent’s Park April16 Cartwright & Cunningham, Paternoster aq 


Rarvar.to, Gromers Toxrertt Fu, Elba, Italy, Mining Engineer April 20 Harston, 
RicHarpsox, = Clare, Suffolk March 31 Speed & Harvey, Nottingham 

Ricues, Jony, Walbrook, Solicitor May1 Child & Norton, Sloane st 

Roserts, Ricnarp, Worcester, Gent April 30 Upfill Jagger, Birmingham 

Rosinxson, Jouy, Bridlington, York, Surgeon April13 Brigham, Bridlington Quay 
oe — Cuartzs Bryan, Charlwood, Surrey April 30 Freeman & Co, 
Giisenen Gdkesuns, Sittewe, mr Rochdale April28 Standring & Co, Rochdale 
Surra, Resecca Tueree, Brighton April 20 Laurence & Co, Furnival’s inn 

Soronon, Sipnsy Heyry, Ridgmount grdns, Gower st April 27 Myer, London Wall 
Srretron, Racuev, Greenheys, Manchester Aprilil Rowcliffes & Co, Manchester 
Tauzor, Coares, Nottingham, WoodTurner April Day, Nottingham 


Ween, Somme South Eston, York, Gardemer March31 Jackson & Jackson, 
lesbro 
‘Woopneap, Ricuarp, Ecclesfield, Yorks, Greengrocer June 1 Smith & Co, Sheffield 


London Gazetie.—Fripay, March 20. 
Attey, Susan Buysovey, Clifton, Bristol May 5 O’Donoghue & Anson, Bristol 
Asnwoetn, Evizapera, Birkdale, Southport April 30 Butcher & Barton, Bury 
Battery, Mary Ann, Macclesfield, Chester May2 Hand, Macclesfield 
Bangs, mn Chatburn, Lancs, Innkeeper April 21 E & B Haworth, West 


Blackbu: 
same Sir fame, St George’s sq, Belgravia April 24 Morgans & Harrison, Old 
April 20 Rickards & Co, Crown court, 


Brapsvuey, Epwarp, Longsight, Manchester March 31 Jackson & Newton, Manchester 
Castiepex, Saran Any, Bancroft rd, Mile End Carpenter & Sons, Laurence 


Pountney lane 
ConsTaBLe, dean Crarinepoutp, Caple, Kent, Farmer April 30 Watts & Watts, 
Folkestone 


Jewry 
Baxne, Peter, Upper Norwood, Surrey, Esq 
Old Broad st ‘ 


Haury, Sxowpen Tuomas, Kensington, Stockjobber April 17 Herbert Smith, Cole. 


man 
Haumonp, Gores, Wisborough Green, Sussex, Yeoman April 25 Coole, Horsham 
Hawkes, Ricnarp Joseru, Leamington Spa, Warwick, Farmer March 31 Blaker, 


Hearn, Faeperice _ Gevem, West Norwood, Surrey, Stockbroker April 25 Collens, 


Hereine, Any, essham, ur Darlington April 30 Faber & Co, Stockton on Tees 
ete _zoee Hatt, Clifton Villas, Tunbridge Wells April 30 Cripps & Son, Tunbridge 
Enews, Sone Hurst, nr Asaton under Lyne, Hat Manufacturer May 2 Whitworth, 


ton under Lyne 
Jackson, Curistorrer, Church rd, Acton, Chemist Apml1é Armstrong, Fenchurch st 


Jacoss, Laurence, Gordon st, Gordon sq, Gent May1 Davis, New Broad st 

Jenkins, Hester Masketyne, Penarth,Glam April23 Grover & Grover, Cardiff 

Joy, Taomas, Roundway Park, Wilts, Gardener May1 Delmé Radcliffe, Devizes 

Lewron, Ortanvo, Edgbaston, Birmingham April8 Pearson, Birmingham 

ow ueses, Hakreiztt, Streatham Common, Surrey April 29 Higson & Son, Man. 

a. ae Atexanper, Wood Hall, nr Howden, Yorks, Esq, Major Dees & 
Thompson, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Moen, & aaa of Scorr, Beulah Freshfield, nr Liverpool April 27 Shakespeare & Co, 

Moy, ee my Louisa, Farringdon rd April14 Cowdell, King’s Cross rd 

NEAL, Frepenick, Folkestone, Clerk April30 Watts & Watts, Folkestone 

Panty, Sesees Jane, Orsett terrace, Hyde Pk April15 Crosse & Sons, Lancaster pl, 

ni 


Raz, Marcanret, Liverpool April17 Nield, Liverpool 

Raw, Hues Jouy, Gainford, Durham, Farmer April 20 Yeoman & Waldy, Darlington 

ease Secuen Menon, Cayendish rd, Clapham Pk, Surrey June 24 Russell & Co, Old 
ewry 

Sura, Thowas, Sparkbrook, Birmingham, Gent May1 Wright & Marshall, Birming- 


TatHam, Rosert Gorvoy, East India Dock rd, Poplar, Surgeon May 1 Baker & 


Coocn, Anne Frances, Newport Pagnell, Bucks April 8 
Daviss, i 


WB & WBE Bull, Newport 
e 
ary, Ynysybwl, nr Pontypridd May 2 Thomas, Aberdare 


Nairne, Crosby sq 


Day, Oxtvia, Lee, Kent April 19 Moore & Davies, New sq, Lincoln’s inn - » Bastoheap 
Dean, Micnatt, Shipley, Sussex April 25 Coole, Horsham 


Gossett, Mrs Avausra, South Kensington April 11 Dimond & Son, Wimpole st 
Grrcory, Estuer, Southport April29 Higson & Son, Manchester 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, March 20. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Aang, 8 Samuet, Cadoxton juxta a, Glam, Haulier Car- 
Pet March 1 





pavement 





Manners, Cauzp, Blackland, Calne, Wilts, Farmer Swin- { 
don Pet Marchi18 Ord March 18 

Mawninos, Antruur, Drayton, nr aetien, Dairyman 
Brighton Pet March 16 Ord March 


| Martin, THomas, Maidenhead, —, “Master Builder 


Windsor Pet Marché Ord March 


17 Ord March | McCutiocs, Wittiam Lioneu peng Croydon Croy- 
pu...%. Joszru, Crayke, Yorks, _ York Pet | don Pet March16 Ord March 16 
March 16 Ord March 16 | Meatinc, Gores Joux, Mountain Ash, Glam, Hair- 
ms ye ——— Manufacturer Birmingham dresser Aberdare Pet March is Ord March 18 
eb17 Ord March 1 | Mituzr, Taomas Davip, Newcastle under Lyme, Mer- 
Rengen, Atraxo, Uxbridge, umber Windsor Pet March chant Tailor Hanle Pet March 16 Ord rch 16 


Bownay, Gzonce, Amhurst rd, Hackney, Bootmaker High 
Court Pet March 16 Ord March 16 

Brapusy, Frep, Eccleshill, Yorks Bradford Pet March 
16 Ord March 16 


Brown, Groner, Wolstanton, Staffs, Licensed Victualler | 
Pet March rd March 


16 O 
Cuarxe, Ricnarp, Booths Mill Species, cae Miller 
d Pet March 10 Ord March 
Cou.surn, Joun Furtcurr, Westhoughton, 7 Bolton 
Pet March 16 Ord March 16 


Curtis & "a eb Oxfords, Grocers Banbury Pet 
March 7 °Ord March 10 


De Bussy, Ph ean Bockhampton Poole Pet 
Ord March 16 


Feb 28 
Davry, Feepericx Bovsrizip, Banbury, Oxfords, Licensed 
Banb Pet March 


Me ~¢ “4 h17 er tage = he 
ans, Evan, Aberdare, , Oalliery Cashier 
a), a 
Es, REY e, Kent dston 
Pet March 4 Ord March 18 ‘ 
Foppy, Hobe agg Balsall Heath, Se ereauters, Butcher 
Pet March 18 Ord March 1 


| Moore, Antuowy Jony, in’s 


lane, Accountant High 
Pet Feb 29 nee 
Mouxper, Euan, Bi ham, Baker Birmingham Pet 
March 18 Ord March 18 
Nistert, Atsert Samuet Woop, Cheltenham, Glos, 
Schoolmaster Birmingham Pet March 16 Ord 


March 16 

Patten, H, Seta, Kent Greenwich Pet Feb 19 
Ord March 

Pueu, Exvisna | Bishop’s Castle, Salop, Licensed 
Victualler Leominster et March 16 Ord March 16 

Reynowps, er Manchester, Baker Manchester Pet 
March 1 March 17 

Pe er okg "sea Tresiz, Nottingham, Traveller Not- 
tingham March17 Ord 17 

Roszr, W1114M, Portslade, Sussex Brighton Pet March 
16 Ord March 16 

Sasux, James, Penarth, Grocer Cardiff Pet March 14 
Ord March 14 

fm, See Rosert, ES Manchester 


Svenoer, Hannan Ritey, Rochdale, General Dealer Roch- 
dale Pet March 


| March 17 Ord 17 
Gu, a Roein, & Kent, Carpenter Croydon Pet | Swaxwick, Grorce Eowarn, Nottingham, Commission 
} Agent Nottingham Pet March16 Ord March 16 


Gruett, Gzorae, Etchingham, Sussex, Farmer Tunbri: 
Wells Pet March 16 Ord March 16 - 


ia eye eee, pegs Painter Plymouth 


Hixtox, a Foy all Barton st. Gloucester, 
Grocer Gloucester Pet March18 Ord March 18 


Tomps, Cuartorre Mary, Red Cross st, Frilling Manufac- 
turer High Co art Bet March 18 "Ord March 18 
Tomi, THomas Patun, Snodland, Kent, Builder Maid- 
T ay = = tien ean Sirk } ae Pet Feb 28 
‘one, ALFRED, Livi utcher Liv e 
Ord March 18 


Hunt, Atrrep, Maidstone, Kent, Seal Traveller | 7 
‘Maidst Pet March 7 Ora M hi7 tog, Aves tuum, Eieeeta, Boot Dealer Lincoln 
os zones TLLIAM Ayo se — eH eet, Saddler | Twiss, Josepn Guzave, Wem, Salop, Farmer Shrewsbury 
Jouns, Hwan, Wolverhampton, Plumber Wolverhamp- or Gt a by, Buil Gt G b 
ton March 17 Ord March 17 , OK Grims' der Tims| 
Pet March 16 Ord March 16” dj 


oe, Barat, Coens, Kent, Soe Rochester Pet 


Jongs, James, Png og m, Marine ge Dealer Bir- 
“mingham” 2 coy non Fs —— mee 
Kexpaut, Caries Airey, Hov a Schoolmaste 
ton Pet March 14 Ord March —— 
Lacey, Joun, Eastleigh, Hants, Furniture ‘healer South- 
am| _, ig ii Ord Mareh 1 

nr, le Town, Yor! mmission Agent 

Dewsbury Pet March 18 Ord March 18 


Lappe, iow y Ae Blyth, Northumberland, Clothi 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 16 Ord Maths 16 7" 





Wexts, Jonny Cuaruzs, Aldershot, Bricklayer Guildford 
Pet March 18 Ord March 18 

Witson, Coartes AMBLER, ~ + a Music Dealer Halifax 
Pet March 16 Ord March 1 


Wiers, ALBERT Bogan, Gt ‘Suffolk a Peg Pork 

Wi = hae Hingston ha ih Sal Ringste 
RAY, JOHN, n a. | ton 
upon Hull Pet March 18 Ord March 18 

Waricat, Faepericx Avevstvs, Oldham. Hay Dealer 
Oldham Pet March17 Ord March 17 


ined fe the 


Amended notice substituted for that 
Lanna, ae ee ao Victualler Leicester London Gazette of 
Lion, Henry, Old st, Bt Letes, Millmaker High | Coxe, Ai Dayre1, Burnham on per 
i “6 ; a ig’ LE penee? TEL, . Grove ‘Bosex, Dra; 








Tomas, WILLIAM, = Builder May1 Collins & Woods, Swansea 
ana Witnetuina Groner Stuaet, Rutland gate, Hyde pk April 27 


Robinson & 


Wane, Racuex Susanna, Gt Dunmow, Essex April16 Wade & Co, Dunmow 
Waitin, Joun, Stroud, Gloucester,Gent April17 Davis, Stroud 
Woopcocr, Rosert, Albion rd, Stoke Newington, Gent April 21 


Watson, Finsbury 


ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER. 


Patmer, Josern Gievny, Great Portland st, Cabinetmaker 
High Court Ree Ord Feb 12, 1896 Resc March 18 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Arxinson, Joszepu, Crayke, Yorks, Farmer March 30 at 
2.30 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 
Arxinsoy, Ropert, Leeds, Fruiterer March 27 at ll 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Barker, FREDERICK Wiuiam, Stoke Holy Cross, Norfolk, 
General Shop Keeper March 28 at 11.30 Off Ree, 8, 
King st, Norwich 
Bartoue.or, Cuaries, Little New st, Coffee House 
Keeper March 27 at 11 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st 
— Joun, Rainhill, Lancs, Croestronst March 31 
at12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpoo! 
Beapury, Frep, Eccleshill, Yor! oka 30 at ll Of 
Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
March 31 


Browne, James ony oy ed Artist 
at12 Bankruptc 4 bldgs, Carey st 
Burtouer, Hesserr, Cheriton, Alresford, Baker April 1 at 
8 O# Ree, 4, East st, Southam: Weed 
Joun F.etrcuer, corre, Lanes 
30at 3 16, Woodst, Bo! 
De Corrazzi, Jams, Blagrove * ” North Kensington 
March 27 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Dee Mantis, Gateshead, Dur am, Marine Store 
Dealer April 8 at 11.30 30, Mosley at, Newcastle on 


Deere ee een tn 

27 ’s rs, Bris anc 

Duxoan, Apam Szymoor Dickson, —_ Mall, Gent March 
27 at 2.30 y bidgs, 

— Ricuagp, Sheerness, Kent, ‘1 April 20 at 

15 Off 115, High st, Rochester 

Hus ‘Joun Francis, Sittingbourne, Kent, Licensed Mi 

a ll April 20 at 12 Off Rec, 115, High st, 


Hiuast, R, & Sox, Pontefract, Tailors March 27 at11 Of 
Ree, 6, Bond terr, Wakefield 
Howe fiat) on i Sat Commnaneial 3 Traveller 
10 at 10.30 9, King st, De 
Hurt, Wituam Hevey, Morley, Derby, Former Mar 27 
at 2.30 Off 40, St Mary’s gt, 
Ives, SAMUEL, , Grocer Mareh'3i at ul Off Ree, 29, 


Jongs, Henry, Greenhi' Kent, I Farmer April 20 atll 
Off Ree, 115, High st, 

Lacey, Jony, Eastleigh, Hants, Fur Furniture Dealer April 1 
at 3.30 Off Rec, 4, Rast st, Southampton 

Mansrieip, CHARLES, reno, Printer March 28 at 11 
Bankruptcy 


, Carey st 
Glam, Draper March 27 at 


CouLburn, 
March 


Morean, Danig1, 


8 st, Merth: 
Mosztey,  Perowuice Wosconeera, Bradford, yo 
Architect’s Assistant Aprill3at12 29, Lowther 


N Wi a East, Corn 

EWPorT, Witt1am Rosert, Hillingdon Mer- 

chant’ March 30 at 12 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, 
Temple avenue 


Ossorne, Samve Ewin, Morwich, Clerk March 28 at 12 
Off 8, sv, Norwi 


ey s,Ouaatas Hi ray, Cariogton, Beds March 27 at 





Youxe 
M 


I 
His1 
I 
How 
d 
Hovs 
1 
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Jam 
Jens 
] 
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h 
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noster aq 
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=] 
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liff 


aster pl, 


arlington 
Co, Old 


Birming- 
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ER. 
etmaker 
h 18 


ch 30 at 
at il 


Torfolk, 
' Ree, 8, 


House 
‘arey st 
farch 31 

11 Of 
arch 31 
pril 1 at 

Lanes 
wsington 


> Store 
wstle on 


+ March 

7 
March 

ril 20 at 


ed Vic- 
igh st, 


11 Of 
raveller 
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Mar 27 
Rec, 29, 
20 at 11 
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28 at 11 
ch 27 at 


Yorks, 
ther st, 


rm Mer- 
chmbrs, 


28 at 12 
h 27 at 
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RDS, ee peor Devonport, Timber Merchant March | 

ar at}0 10, Athenseum ter, Plymouth 

Ryax, Wiitiam Josxru, Hoxton, Physician March 27 at 
12 Bankruptcy bidge, Cs ea | st 

SouowtirT, Riey, borough, Carriage Driver March 27 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 74 Rerborug st, Scarborough 


KHOUSE, Wii, Burnle April 2 

Sever. Exchange Fey 

Srow, WILLIAM, fe paeth Nice utcher , og 30 at 12.30 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 

THomas, Ber Oo High we Marth eg Painter 
Mare! hyr 

Tusvrr, James, Pontypool, Mon, Clerk “are 27 at il 

Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

Tomes, Cuak.orrs Mary, Red Cross st, Frilling Manu- 

-_ =e March 27 at 2.30 Daskreptey bldgs, Carey 


mene — Putuir, Snodland, Kent, Builder April 
Wat10 Off Rec, 9, ‘King st, Maidsto 

Tust, Henry, Liangoven, “Mon, hoa March 27 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, 


Mon 
Twa, Josaen GiEave, Wem, Salop, Farmer March 28 at 
Off Rec, Shrewsb' 
Wane, Frank ‘ALBERT, Cardiff, Poultry Seller March 31 
Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Gt SypENHam Joux Cursy, Thurlow Pk rd, Dul- 
wich, Estate Agent March 30 at 11 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 

Warts, Warren Witu1am Grorce, Leamington rd villas, 
Bayswater March 27at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 


street 
Witxins, nen Helmdon, Northampton March 31 at 12 
tey Office, Oxford 
Witsow, od Bradford, Yorks, Slater March 27 at 11 
Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradfo 
Witsox, Cuarntes Amsuier, Halifax, Music Dealer March 
80at11 Off Rec, Townhali chmbrs, Halifax 
Youroson, Tuomas, Marton cum Grafton, Yorks, Joiner 
March 30 at 12.30 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Anos, ew Cadoxton juxta Barry, Glam, Haulier 
Carditt Yet March17 Ord March 17 

Arxinsox, JosEPs, oe oy Yorks, Farmer York Pet 
March 16 Ord Marc 

Banyes, Beatrice Mary, Falcon rd, Clapham Junction, 
Printer Wandsworth Pet Feb 27 Oui March 18 

Bowman, Georcr, Amhurst rd, Sadan. Bootmaker High 
Court Pet March 16 Ord March 

Brapiey, Frep, Eccleshill, York Bradford Pet March 16 
Ord March 16 


Cuanxe, Ricuarp, Booths Mill, Cheshire, - Miller 
Macclesfield Pet March 10 Ord March 1 

Cone, AgTuur Dan1EL, Burnham on Crouch, ae Draper 
Chelmsford Pet March 4 Ord March 17 

Covtsuay, Joun ree ama _ aa Bolton 
Pet March 16 Ord March 1 

Dez Cortazzi, James, Blagrove st am Kensington High 
Court Pet Feb18 Ord March 1 

Dossox, Wittiam GzorcEe om | oo 5> st, Kentish 
Town High Court Pet Feb 29 March 14 

Evtsysocey, Revpex, Scrutton st, Finsbury, Cabinet 
Maker High Court Pet Feb12 Ord March 14 

Evays, Evan, Aberdare, + wad Cashier Aberdare Pet 
March 18° Ord March 

Fiowegr, Freprerick ted Bristol, pacman Victualler 
Bristol Pet March 3 Ord March 

Faaxors, ARTHUR, — tm Wood Broker Croydon Pet 
Feb18 Ord March 

France, Ropent, Shrewsbury, Painter Shrewsbury Pet 
March 6 O 


rd March 
Gangirt, AUSTIN, Wordsworth rd, Penge Croydon Pet 
Feb 10 Ord March 1 
Git, Witt1am, Bromley, — Croydon Pet March 
17 Ord March 17 


Gopparv, Watrer, Luton, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
Luton Pet March 9 Ord March 18 
Hauwert, Epwarp, Deion, Devons, Painter Ply- 
mouth Pet March 14 Ord March 16 
Hixron, Sauve. Josern, " Gieugmtnn Grocer Gloucester 
Pet March 18 Ord March 18 
High Court Pet 


Howsz.ut, W, Glasshouse st, Regent st 
dan 29 ‘Ord March 14 
rs, Joun, Rochdale, Corn Dealer Rochdale Pet Feb 
Ord March 18 
“a ALFRED, Maidstone, Kent, \ + Traveller 
Maidstone’ Pet March 17 Ord March 1 


Jauzs, Wiit1am Heyry, Beaminster, a Saddler 
Dorchester Pet March 16 Ord March 15 

Jexxixs, Ricuarp Coox, Uplands, Swansea, Tinplate 
Manufacturer Swansea Pet Feb8 Ord March 15 

Jouxs, Epwaxp, Wolverhampton, Plumber Wolver- 
hampton Pet Marchi7 Ord March 17 


Lz, Marx, jun, Savile Town, ere Commission 
Agent Dewsbury Pet March 18 Ord "March 18 
Livpie, Epwin Pegscy, Blyth, ‘Northumbrld, Clothier 

Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 16 Ord March 16 
Lioyp, Henry, Old st, St Luke’s, Millmaker High Court 
Pet March 16 Ord March 16 
louis, Reaixatp Srpvey, Portobello rd, ag B hill, 
othier High Court Pet Feb 25 Ord March 1 
Manygns, Cares, Blackland, Calne, Wilts, ‘al 
Windon Pet March 18 Ord March 18 
Manks, Henny, 8t Helen’spl High Court Pet Dec 19 
Ord March 16 


McNevr, - ec Boston pl, Dorset sq, Tieeneel Veeteeties 
hCourt Pet Feb Ord March 1 
Meauine, Grorcr Joux, Mountain Ash, Glam, Hairdres ‘er 
Pet March 18 Ord March 18 
Mitugr, Exxest Wituam, Hockley Heath, nr Birmingham. 
Farmer Bi ham Pet March 16° Ord March 15 


Mittzz, Tuomas Dayiv, Newcastle under Lyme, Me:- 
i t Tailor Hanley Pet March16 Ord March i 
vLRIsoN, CHAuLES Frank, Newington Butts High Court 
Pet Jan4 Ord March 16 





EY, Freperick Winrrxscitt, Carlisle, Architect's 
March 16 


t Carlisle PetFebii Ord 






N Water Norracore, New Cross rd, 

ets fair Oa daa 

lair 8 pale ey High 
Pet'Mareh Ti Gare i’ 


Mies ; at. Dayrsn, , Salop, Licensed 
. Victualler Leominster fmm 16 Ord March 16 
ANSOM EORGE DWARD. Hastings, Hastings 
Pet March 10 Ord March 16 
Reyyouips, Henny, Manchester, Baker Manchester Pet 
March 17 March 17 


Ord 1 
Rosesuave, Joun Taesce, Nottin Traveller Not- 
Pet March 17 = een 17 


Roser, Wiii1am, Portslade, Sussex, Trainer Brighton 
Pet March 14° Ord March 17 

Gna. | Harry Sear Shrewsbury, Naturalist Shrewsbury 

Pet March 12 Ord March 17 

Simms, Rosert, Hulme, Manchester, pean Man- 
chester Pet March18 Ord March 1 

Sutpsoy, Exvizapera, a Milliner Manchester 
Pet Feb 15 Ord March 1 

Spencer, Hayvau Revxy, Rochdale, General Dealer Roch- 
dale Pet March 16 Ord March 17 

Swanwick, George Eowako, jun, Nottingham, Commission 

t ingham Pet March 16 —_ 

Tuomas, Epwarp, Heaton, mowenate on Tyne, Di 4-4 
man Newcastl eon Tyne Pet Feb 11 Ord 

Tomi, Taomas Puixir, Snodland, Kent, Builder Maid- 

a ae March 16 Ord March 17 - 

‘OTHILL, paar. ewport, im Innkeeper Newport, 

Mon Feb 24 Ord March 1 

WALKER, fae tid Gt Grimsby, Builder Gt Grimsby 
Pet March 16 Ord March 16 


Warsoyx, Sypennam Joun ee Thurlow Pk rd, Dul- 
yee, Bate Agent High Court Pet Feb 7 Ord 

Warts, Watters Witiiam Georce, “yw es rd mt, 
Bayswater High Court Pet Feb12 

WE Ls, Jonn Cuares, Aldershot, Bricklayer Guildford 
Pet Marchis Ord March 18 

Westwoop, Bexsamin Wituram, and Frepericek West- 
woop, Birmingham, Jewellers Birmingham Pet Feb 26 
Ord March 16 

Wittiams, ged Sores oS Glam, pote Dealer 
Pont Pet March 11 March 1 

WIsor, aed AMBLER, Halifer Music Dealer Ponty- 
pridd Pet March16é Ord March 16 

Winra, Atsert Eowarp, Gt Suffolk st, Borough, Pork 
Butcher High Court Pet March16 Ord March 16 

Wray, Jouy, —~o= upon ann Salesman Kingston 
upon Hull Pet March 16 rd March 18 

Waieat, Freperick prdvaneny Oldham, Lancs, Hay 
Dealer Oldham Pet March17 Ord March 17 


London Gazette.—Turspay, March 24. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Rarxer, Acasus Ratner, West Hartlepool Sunderland 
Pet March 20 Ord March 20 


Baxtow, Arruur, Cheetham, Manchester, Plumber Man- 
March 19 Ord March 
Braniz, James Sygppoyx, Newcastle on "Tyne, Co 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 21 Ord March 21 
Boxe, Epwix Grorer, Hove, Tobacconist Brighton Pet 
March 21 Ord March 21 


Boye, Evwarp, Sunderland, Leather Merchant Sunder- 
land Pet March18 Urd March 18 

Cuarmay, Corpetia Hexen, Truro, Tobacconist Truro 
Pet March 20 Ord March 20 

Doss, Gxorez, Gloucester st, Theobald’s rd, Furniture 

Dealer h Court Pet March 20 Ord March 20 

Durrant, Cuartes Geonce, Hindley, nr Wigan Wigan 
Pet March 3 Ord March 19 

Exuis, Mary Evizaseru, Folkestone, Lodging house 
Keeper Canterbury Pet March 21 Ord fasch 21 

Fisuer, James, Newgate st, Licensed Victualler High 
Court Pet Feb2i Ord March 20 

Guivuyas, Jutistra, Helston, Cornwall, Saddler 
Pet March 19 Ord March 10 

Green, Guorce, —ae. oe ayer Northampton 
Pet March 


Truro 


18 Ord March 
GreexweLL, Haroip Srapy 2 canton st High 
Court Pet Feb 22 Ord March 2 


Harker, James, and Roper’ Hiap ee Gt Bookham, 
Surrey, Farmers Croydon fet March 21 Ord 
March 21 

Harrwewt, Wim, Chipping Geseacien. Glos, Grocer 
Banbury Pet March 19 Ord March 1 

Hensox, Tuomas Wasson eres pope ~~ Dealer 
Nottingham Pet March 21 0 arch 41 

Hoapv, Tomas, sen, Bevington rd, Nrth Kensington, 
Piumber High Court Pet March 21 Ord March 21 

Hoxt.ert, Tuomas, Kennford, Devonshire, Baker Exeter 

- Pet J emeg rch 20 . 

OWL, nase, Seningion , Gomminsion Agen Birming- 
ham Pet March6 Ord March 20 

Huoues, F mb 8, Captain High Court Pet Feb19 Ord 

March 20 


Joxrs, Jouy, Ruthin, Draper Wrexham Pet March 19 
Ord March 19 


Larry, Wittram, Chyrease, Breage, Cornwall, Farmer 
‘Truro Vet March 19 Ord March ly 

Lewie, Morean, Ammanford, Carmarthenshire, Farm 
Labourer Carmarthen Pet March 16 Ord March 16 

Lixpsuy, Gzoras, Wood st, Walthamstow, Draper High 
Court Pet March 19 Ord March 19 


Mayn, Jony, +" hae Grocer Stockport Pet March 19 
Ord March 1 


ManRsHALL, . CiipsuaM, ane, Tailor Lincoln 
Pet March 19 Ord March 1 

Martis, Wittiam Henry own, Truro, Merchant 
Truro Pet Feb22 Ord March 20 

Meyxk, Svauit, & Scotencemay, St Mary axe, Chemical 
Meichants High Court Pet Feb 25 Ord March 18 

Mynus, ALvraep Enanve., Leeds, Slipper Mxuufucturer 
Leeds Pet March 20 Ord March 20 

Newiye, Januxs, Littlebourne, Kent, Vicensed Victualler 
Canterbury Pet March 12 Ord March 21 

Rexp, sma. and Gsorge Wictiam Reev, Stratford, 
Builders High Court Pet March 21 Ord March 21 





Renqeooy, Fasnon, Rests Om Court, Auctioneer High Court 
a Guanuxt, honehouse Devon, Grocer Plymouth 


Somuzrs, Tuom By oie, Sankeenges Barton on 
T tet Jan it "Ord Tyaal, Dra Merthyr Tydfil 
'HOMA! ILLIAM, r yr 
* ig 14 Ord March 18 “fi ae 
‘nace, Josera, Tredegar, Collier Tredegar March 
ste etal . aeegeanatit High Court Pet 
UCKE! RW 
“Jan'i3 Ord Mareh 
Warpwan, Wriuiau, Wakefield, Fruiterer Wakefield Tet 
March 17 Ord March 17 
Coal Merchant Bir- 
Wak, March 20 : 
Yorworrtn, , Dave, ve, i, Soe Farmer Cardiff Pet 


Youne, F, Oo, Reenioe: Bae poy Confectioners 
High Court Pet March 6 Ord March 


Amended notice substituted for that ore in the 
don Gazette of 20: 


Lon: 
Rosgesiape, Joun Terese, ar, Sa Corn Merchant 
Nottingham Pet March17 Ord March 17 


RECEIVING ORDER DISCHARGED. 


TipswetL, Gsorce Hattipay, Southport, Confectioner 
Liverpool Rec Ord Jan 30, 1896 Disch March 20 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Bacxnouse, Anniz, Wistow, nr Selby, Yorks March 31 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Bartey, Freperick Tuomas, Pontypridd, Watchmaker 
March 31 at 3 66, eo Mesthyr Tyudl 
Baryes, Bearaice Mary, con rd, Clapham Junction, 
Printer March 31 at 11.30 24, Railway app, Londou 


Bridge 
Bisnor, Witt1am Oxcanpo, Bulwel!l, Notts, Confectioner 
April 1 at 12 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, 


Wairenouse, Epwaarp, 
Pet Jan 


Nottingham 
! Buackis, ALFrep, Palace rd, Gent - 2 at 11.30 2, 


Railway app, London Bridge 
BainD.ey, a Burslem, Staffs, Timber Merchant 
April 1 at 12 North Stafford Hotel, Stoke upon 


t 
Brown, Gzorce, Wolstanton, Staffs, Licensed Victualler 
March 31 at 11.30 Otf Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 
Cuarmax, Corveuia Hexen, Truro, Tobacconist April 2 at 
2 Ree, Boscawen st, Truro 
CuaRKE, Gaonce Eouuyp, Somerby, Leicester, Horse 
Dealer March 31 at 3 Off .& Berridge @t, 


F Leicester 
Cots, Arraur Danie, Burnham on ~—¥ Essex, Draper 
Shirehall, 


April 1 at 12 30 Chelmsford 

Dowsos, Huan Georce, Egglestone Abbey, Yorks, Cattle 
Salesman AprilSat 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Mid- 
dlesborough 

Dugrant, Cuantes Georcs, Hindley, nr Wigan April 1 
at 2.30 Court House, King st, Wigan 

Evwarps, J C, Burgh, Lines April 9 at 12 Off Ree, 43, 

st, Boston 
Fie.p, Jouy Eow1y, Eashesten, Cabinet Maker April2 at 


ll 23, Colmore ro 
Fietp, mage Ragueten, Maker April 2 at 11 
Colmore birmingham 
Garritt, AusTIN, epee, rd, Penge April 2 at 12.30 
26, Railway app, London Bridge 
aus" Wituias, Woue. Kent, Carpenter April 1 at 12.30 
24, Kailway app, Loadon nee 
Guuvas, Ju.izrra, Helston, Cornwall, Sadaler April 2 at 
12 Of Truro 


wen st, 
Hats, Jouy Wildmore Tien Innkeeper April 14at 12.30 
"81, Silver #t, Lincoln 


a... Tnomas H, Vharing Uross rd, Gent April 1 at 2.30 
Bankru lugs, Carey st 


Dipinsiom, Drysalter 
April lat1l 23, Colmore ro’ 


Hoe, Wiii1aM Tuomas, st Albans, Hert Mechanical 
Engineer Aprillats Oif Kec, 95, Temple cambrs, 
Temple avenue 

Ipp1sox, Witutam Hov.ioswortu, Withington, Lanes, - 

x Merchant fos 4 at 11.30 Oxf Kec, County 
ae, Market pl, 3 

Jerreuizs, [uomas CHARLES, ee, Commission Agent 
April $3 at11 23, Colmore ro 

Jongs, Jun, ——— on, Gooeer’ Apriliatiz 65, High 
st, Merthyr ‘ 

Larry, Witviam, ee Cornwall, Farmer April 2at1 
Ott Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Lez, Manx, jun, Savile ‘own, nr Dewsbury, Commis- 
He El Ageut March 31 at 2 Off Rec, Ban chmors, 

y. 
Lezoxaanp, Pararicx Marceutixvus, Kerrfield, nr Winchester, 


Haryamay, Josxrpu Tomas, 


Ju April 10 at 12 y bldgs, Carey st 
Lioyp, Hevay, Uld st, St Luke’s, April 1 at 1 
‘nkrupicy bidgs, Carey st 
Louis, Reetnatp Sivssy, Portobello rd, Notting Hill, 
Cicthier latlz yh didgs, Carey st 
Mores, Henry, Oe Helen’s ° 1 Bankrupte: 


Msapowcnrvrt, ais 
31 at 11.90° Off Rec Onan Newcastle un. 

Mitysz, Joux Huney, rm “pa April 14 at 12 Of 
Rec, 31, Silver * Lincoln 

Parker, Witita rourtox, Southport, Hotel Keeper 
Aprillati2 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liv 


Pans yb Packington st, Islington, Shupiitter April 
"a 2.30 Bankruptcy st 
PE Wii11am Feeverick, Earl’s Court rd,  Fapyleion 
March 31 at 2.30 Bunkruptcy bldgs, Carey 


Leorusror, Onabuas WituiaM, vi ees: Richmond rd, Put- 
ney, Comm Cierk Apriliatli.30 24, Railway 
app, London B 


Bridge 
Sums, Roperr, Hulme, Manchester, Greengrocer April 1 
at 2.30 Ogden’s om ge > Bridge st, 
Srare:, THouas, Lostock, Grulam, Cheshire, Grocer April 
8 7 one cat, Beverley, Fo ‘ks, Licensed 
MELT, BERT, or Victualler 
Adurch 31 wt'll Of Reo, Trinity House lane, Hull 
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Commission 
fT hee Bt Pa at Peter's Oburch walk, 


eant March 31 at 12.30 24, 

Tay.or, Emma ANE, Market borough, Leics April 9 
at3 Off , 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

THACKER, Herpert Barrett, Newbold Verdon, Leics, 

Draper March 31 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, 
Carlyle mansions, 


mane Esq 

April 1at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Wanrpmay, ay Wakefield, iterer March 31 at 11 
Off Bond terrace, Wakefield 

Wiis, Na ge Llanb h, Glam, Draper April 1 
at1l 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Wii1ams, Hewry, Tonypandy, Glam, Dealer 
March 31 at 12 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Wituiams, Tromas Exson, Haverfordwest, Licensed, Vic- 
tualler March 31 at 11.30 Off Rec, y Queen st, Car- 


Wirth, Atzeret Epwarp, Gt may st, Pork Butcher 
April 1 at 11 Bankruptcy bl , Carey st 

Worratt, Joszrx, Wolverton, Bucks, Builder April 1 
at 12.30 County Court bldgs, N orthampton 


Swarwick, Gronce Epwarp, 
Apriliatil Off 


Tart, peg Aldershot, 
‘way , London Bri 


Tucker, Manrwoop, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


somata WARD, Lightcliffe, nr = Draper Hali- 
Pet March 6 Ord March 2 
Acasus Ratner, West Hartlepool Sunderland 
h 20 Ord March 20 
Bartow, Artuur, Cheetham, ee narage Plumber Man- 
chester Pet March 19 Ord March 1 
Breniz, James Syeppon, Newcastle on Tyne, Compositor 
Newcastleon Tyne Pet March21 Ord March 21 
Borron, ALYRED, ~j- st, — Plumber Windsor 
Pet March 14 Ord Mare 


Brown, GrorcE, Wolteann, "Staffs, — Victualler 
Hanley Pet Marchi16 Ord Marc 

Carman, Conpetia Hexen, too | Truro 
Pet March 19 Ord March 20 

Duncay, Apam Szyrmour Dickson, -~ Mall, Gent High 
Court Pet Feb4 Ord March 2 

Exuis, Mary Eizasers, Folkestone, House 
nee? Canterbury Pet March 21 Ona itachi 21 

HN oP te and Grauam CHAnce.ior, St Dun- 

ae Wine Merchants High Court Pet Jan 23 


21 
Foppy, W1i114m, Balsall Heath, rae. Butcher Bir- 
mingham Pet March 18 Ord March 1 


Guuyas, Juuiztta, Helston, Cornwall, Saddler Truro Pet 
March 19 Ord March 19 
Green, Grorcz, Northampton, ata Northampton 
Pet March 18 Ord March 1 
Haines, Georce James, Faringdon Berks, Solicitor 
Swindon Pet Jan20 Ord M 
Hartwew., Wii11am, Nee Campden, Glos, Grocer 
Banbury Pet March 18 
Hensoy, Tuomas Witi1am, Mottin ham, Oyster Dealer 
Nottingham Pet March 21 Ord? March 21 
Hirst, Ricuarp, and Hiram Hirst, Pontefract, Yorks, 
Tailors Wakefield Pet Jan14 Ord March 19 
‘ Hoap, Tomas, sen, Bevington rd, Nth Kensington, 
umber High Court Pet March 21 Ord March 21 
Houtett, THomas, Kennford, Devonshire, Baker Exeter 
Pet March 20 ‘Ord March 


ween 
Pet 


rch 20 
J1tzs, Cuanies, Annandale rd, Turnham Green, Credit 
—— Brentford Pet Dec 23 Ord March 20 
Jonxs, Grorce, Dartmouth, Boot Manufacturer Plymouth 
Pet Feb 28 Ord March 21 
ee we es Kent, Farmer Rochester Pet 


Kenpatt, CHARLES ol Hove, a. Schoolmaster 
Brighton Pet March 14 Ord March 


Lacey, Joun, Eastleigh, Hants, Furniture i South- 


ampton Pet Feb 26 Ord March 19 

Larry, Wit11am, — rnwall, Farmer Truro Pet 
March 19 Ord March 1 

Lewis, Morcan, Ammanfo: - ry _— Labourer 
Carmarthen Pet March i6 Ord March 1 


er Petowt, Grocer Stockport fl March 19 


Manninas, oil Drayton, nr Chichester, Dairyman 
ton Pet March 16 Ord March 19 
HALL, GrorGE a Lincoln, Tailor Lincoln 
9 Ord March 1 
Miyzs, Tommy, mie, Ye Yorks, General Carrier Halifax 
Pet Feb 29 0; 


AytTHoxy Jouy, Martin’s an 


h Court Pet Feb 29 Ord March 20 
Movies, Hi ¥en Birmingham, Baker Pintaghem Pet 
Ord March 19 
Mvyens, bg Emanvet, Leeds, Slipper Manufacturer 
Leeds Pet March 20 Ord March 20 
Nivurtt, Atsert Samuet Woop, Cheltenham, Glos, 
Se aster Birmingham Pet March 16 Ord 


21 
Paynes, Cuartes Hewry, Cardington, Beds Bedford Pet 
Feb 25 Ord March 20 
bs = CHARLES, —— _ Grocer 
et March 18 ‘Ord March 
Merthyr 
T. J Tred i it Collie Tred 
‘RACE, JOSEPH legar, on. er legar Pet 
March 18 Ord Marchi9 
Taimnett, THomas, ecto et, Solicitor High Court 
Pet Feb4 Ord March 19 


mo Accountant 


Plymouth 


wind Wiiiam, 4 dfil, Draper Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet March 18 : 


Pet Jan13 Ord March 20 


Wanpwan, Wittiam, Wakefield, Fruiterer Wakefield 
March17 Ord March 17 
‘Witxus, Mary, Helmdon, Northampton Banbury Pet 
March 2 Ord March 19 


Amended — substituted for that =! in the 
London Gazette of March 20 


Rosesiave, Joun TREBLE, ticttingtam, Traveller Notting- 
ham Pet March 17 ( 


Tucazgr, Marwoop, Carlyle mansions, Chelsea, Barrister 
High Court 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Domvits, H. K., Valentia rd, Brixton, Gent High Court 
Adjud Noy 23, 1894 Annul March 21, 1896 








SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 

April 2.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Caeser. | at the Mart, 
at 2, Reversions, Policies of Assurance, and also Shares 
in H. R. Baines & Co., and in the “‘ Graphic’? and the 
“Daily Graphic e Newspapers. 








All letters intended for publication im the 
‘¢ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, im wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 288. SoLtorrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volumes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law calf, 
5s 6d. 





SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 19%, _ 
MESSRS. 


Ppeeeaaw, = TEWSON, FARMER, & 
beg to that th RIDGEW ATER : 
announce eir of ESTATES, 

ments, Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, m4 

Premises Building Land, Ground-Rents, Advo 

versions, Stoc Shares, and other Properties re c 

held at the SUCTION ‘MART, Tokenhouse-yard, ‘near ee 

the Bank of England, in the City of London, as tollowmeat 
Tuesday, March 31 Tuesday, July 7 
Tuesday, April 14 Tuesday, July 14 

Tuesday, July 21 

Chae a - uly 28 

uesday, August 4 

Tuesday, August 11 

Tuesday, August 18 

Tuesday, October 6 

Tuesday, October 29 

Tuesday, November 3 

Tuesday, November 17 

Tuesday, June 30 Tuesday, December } 


By arrangement, auctions can also be held . a 
Some, in town orcountry. Messrs. Debenha: 
Farmer, & Bridgewater undertake Sales and Valoeioy aluations — 
for Probate and other ope, of Furniture, Pictures, 
Farming 
Estates, 


Stock, Timber, & 

. oa ood LISTS 78 OF a 

porting Quarters, Residences, ops, and Business 
mises to be Let or Sold by private contract are <hia n 
the 1st of each month, and can be obtained of 
Debenham, Tewson, Farmer, & Bri ewater, Estate Aa 
Surveyors, and Valuers, 80, Cheapside, London, E.C, 
phone No. 1,503. 











MAPLE & CO 
FURNITURE 


MAPLE & CO. FIT 
UP OFFICES 











for 


OFFICES 
BANKS 
BOARD 
ROOMS 


EAST DULWICH (on the East Dulwich House Estate), — 
Valuable Freehold Investments, including two shops 
= 27 dwelling-houses, with an annual rental of 

7. 


BRIXTON-HILL (on the Raleigh House Estate).—Four 
excellent Freehold private Residences, three let at £80 
each and one vacant; total annual value £330. Also two 
pieces of Freehold Land. 


POPLAR (on the Cubitt-town Estate).—Leasehold Ground 
rents of £104 10s., secured upon a fully-licensed public 
house and twelve dwelling-houses ; also three shops and 
twelve dw -houses, producing @ gross income 
about £333 per annum ; anda piece of Building Land. 


BROMLEY, KENT (on the Hammelton Estate).—Thres 
pt connyy Shops and a private house, producing £183 per 
also valuable Freehold Building Land, with 

Seanen to the main London and other roads, 


By order of the Trustees of Sa late Henry Smallman, Esq.— 


[eeaee™, 3 TEWSON, FARMER, & 
RIDGEWATER. 
will SELL, at the MART. on THURSDAY, APRIL 30, at 
ONE, in Fifty-one Lots, the following valuable TREE. 
HOLD and LEASEHOLD PROPERTIES :— : 
Rentals, 


FREEHOLDS. 
£95 0 0 


Two Shops, 50 and 52, East Dulwich-road 
Twenty-seven Houses, 21, 23, 25, 27, 29, 41, 43, 
45, 42, 44, 46, 48, 58, 52, 54, 56, 58, and 60, 
Amott-road; 19, 21, 23, 37, 39, and 60, Kes- 
ton-road : 16, Hinckle -road; and 43, Gow- 
lett-road, East Dulwi 
Four private Residences, 6, 7, 8, and9, Raleigh- 
, Brixton-hill . £320 0 0 


£762 0 0 





FIRST 
CLASS Se 


FURNITURE 


Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 
EDE AND SOE, 


ROBE ASR MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her a, the Lord Chancellor, the Wate of the 
dicial Bench, Corporation of London, & 














ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, 
Olerks, and Olerke of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON 


IFE ASSURANCE 
WANTED for large sums on lives 
Considerably over surrender v: 
Speedy settlements and behest 
Also Reversions and Life Interests purchased. 


To 














T. ROBINSON, 
Insurance Broker, 85, High-street West, Sunderland. 


A Plot of ‘Building Land, ‘with a "frontage of 
about 38ft. to Fairmont-road, and a Piece of 
Land between Fairmont-road and Beechdale- 
road, with three entrances, suitable for a 
tennis-ground. In hand ; as : 

“LEASEHOLDS. 
(On the Cubitt Town Estate, Poplar.) 

Grounts-rents, amounting to 
sec upon the fully-licensed public-house, 
The Queen, Manchester-road, Isle of Dogs, 12 
houses, 1 to 6, Amery-place, East Ferry-road, 
and 28, 30, 53, 55, 57, and 59, East Ferry-road. 

7 Shops and 12 Houses, 40, 42, 44, and 46, 

Ferry-road, 505, 509,%511, 513, re 517, 565, 
567, a aah tae Manchester-road, and 66 and 68, 
Glengall-road, prod ucing a gross income of... £333 00 
Ae of Buil Land with a Peon of about 
122ft. to Galbraith-street . 
FREEHOLDS. 
Three shops, 2, 3, and 4, The Promenade, London- 
> Bromley, Kent, and a = house, 42, 
elton-road, let eee, ae 

Valuable pieces of Building nd having exten- 
sive front nd about873ft. to the main Lon- 
don- be road, Station road, and Flor- 
ence- a. wh .- as 
Particulars of Messrs. Milles, Smith, & Bell, Solicitors,'3, 

Salter’s-hall-court, Cannon-street ; and of the Auctioneers, 

80, Cheapside. 


REMOVAL, LONDON AGENCY! 
P. THOMPSON & O©O., Londom 
* and International Agents for Provincial am@) 
Foreign Patent Agents, and Solicitors in Patent matters, 
are this day Removing to . 
$22, HIGH HOLBORN, W.C 


-—_ = 


. £104 100 


£183 0 0 














ied 


